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Good Weather Nets Abundant
Citrus Crops in 1997/98

Large U.S. citrus cropwvill likely keep
grower and retail prices for most citrus
(fresh and processed) at or below 1996
levels well into the summer. U.S. orang
production is forecast record-high at 14

million tons, up 12 percent from last year,

due to favorable weather in Florida and
California and expanded acreage in
Florida. Despite large crops and signifi-
cant stocks of frozen concentrated oran
juice (FCQJ) in both the U.S. and Brazi
near-term futures contract prices for
FCOJ on the New York Cotton Exchang
have rebounded to 97 cents per pound
solids in mid-February since bottoming
out in October.

U.S. grapefruit producers also foresee

another large crop this year, although

nearly 6 percent below a year ago.

Supplies remain abundant, and as a resulf/orld Hog Production Faces
prices have dropped and grower revenue§nvironmental Constraints

have shrunk. After several years of poor
returns, the Florida grapefruit industry is
now pondering supply control options.

Rail Problems Disrupt Marketing Flows

Rail congestion in the western U.8uring
the second half of 1997 on the Union
Pacific/Southern Pacific (UP/SP) and

Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) lined@iwan—can meet forecast growth will

snarled traffic and brought freight ship-

Exports of the major pork exporting

Asia Events Trim
U.S. Meat Export Prospects

Economic turmoil in Asiais expected to
trim U.S. meat export prospects in 1998.
As Asian currencies depreciate and
incomes fall, demand will contract in some
key Asian markets and competition will
increase from other countries whose cur-
rencies are also losing value against the
U.S. dollar. At the same time, the relative-
ly strong dollar is making the U.S. market
more attractive to foreign meat exporters
seeking alternatives to Asian markets. Due
largely to declining sales to Japan and
South Korea, U.S. beef and pork exports
are likely to fall in 1998, and poultry
exports will see slower growth. U.S. beef
imports are expected to rise, as the decline
in U.S. cow slaughter and a strong U.S.
dollar enhance marketing opportunities for
Australia and New Zealand, the leading
exporters of processing beef.

Reforms in Argentina Spur
Agricultural Growth

countriesgrew at an annual rate of 4 per- A combination of dramatic economic
cent during 1989-97, and USDA's base- reformsand strong price incentives in

line projection indicates continuing
growth in international pork trade into

Argentina during this decade have set the
country on course to reach its full agricul-

the next century. The extent to which thetural production and trade potential. The
four leading pork exporting countries— reforms have reined in inflation, reduced

the U.S., Canada, Denmark, and

be determined largely by the ability of

ments in some areas to a complete halt. Irfh€ir pork industries to expand.

the fourth quarter of 1997, grain carload-

ings dropped 6 percent on BNSF and 28 An adequate land base for spreading 10 )
manure residues is essential. With virtuallysubstantial increase in harvested acreage

insurmountable land constraints in small, and in use of inputs.

percent on UP/SP from a year earlier.

The 1997 western rail service problems,densely populated Taiwan and Denmark,

or rescinded agricultural export taxes and
input tariffs, and privatized much of the
transport infrastructure, leading to lower
marketing costs and greater investment.
Argentine farmers were able in 1996/97 to
respond to strong world crop prices with a

resulting from the inability of the largest the U.S. and Canada with their relatively Extremely favorable weather is expected
large land endowments had seemed the to put total grain production in 1997/98 at

grain hauling railroads to position and

move their equipment, were substantiall

different from equipment shortages and

“rail car shortages,” which result from
high demand. The crisis provides an

an adequate grain handling and trans-
portation infrastructure in an era when
grain production and marketing deci-
sions are driven by market signals, not
government programs.

)rﬁnost likely to expand production.

36 million tons and total oilseed output at

owever, public demands for stricter gov- 23 million tons—both records. USDA's
service delays commonly referred to as enmental regulation may also constrain 1998 baseline projects modest growth in
hog production in the U.S. and Canada. A\rgentina’s grain and oilseed output dur-
a result, world pork prices could increase ing 1997/98-2007/08. Argentina’s livestock
example of the increased importance of More sharply than expected as demand sector has benefited less from the reforms

increases over time. Higher prices may

than have the grain and oilseed sectors.

stimulate further expansion of hog indus- But most observers expect a turnaround in

tries in countries like Mexico and Brazil
with large land endowments, good feed
supplies, and low levels of regulation.

1998 as the cattle industry follows the crop
sector in adopting new technology and
improving management practices.
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Rail Problems Disrupt
Grain Shipments

The 1997 U.S. grain harvest was th¢
second largest on record. U.S. pro
duction of corn, soybeans, wheat,
sorghum, barley, oats, and rye totaled 15
billion bushels. Only the 1994 crop, with
its 16.2 billion bushels of grains and soy
beans, surpassed 1997’s bumper crop. T
harvest included the largest soybean crg
and the third-largest corn crop ever reco
ed. But for all that, many grain shippers
and receivers will remember this harvest
for another reason—severe rail congesti

During the second half of 1997, rail con-
gestion in the western U.S. snarled traffi
and brought freight shipments in some
areas to a complete halt. Agricultural

shippers in the southern Plains and wes
ern Corn Belt, like many other rail ship-
pers in those regions, experienced serio
rail service disruptions and lengthy ship-
ment delays throughout the last half of
1997. The severity of the western rail se
vice problems ultimately resulted in eme
gency action by the Surface Transporta-
tion Board (STB), the Federal agency

responsible for oversight and regulation
the Nation’s railroads. Only since late

December has the situation improved su
stantially.

Rail service disruptions create serious

Jack Harrison

L grain shipments moved to market by rail.
For wheat, a key crop in the southern
Plains, railroads move 60 percent or mor
of all shipments and as much as 75 perc
of all export shipments. Even in the easts
Hd.S., where truck and barge transportatic
pis more important, rail still accounts for
rdnore than 40 percent of all corn and whg
shipments. With railroads shipping more
than 4.7 billion bushels of grain, on aver-
biage, each year since 1990, any substant
rail service problems severely restrict the
capacity of the entire U.S. grain handling
cand transportation infrastructure.

Starting in July, the recently merged

t-Union Pacific/Southern Pacific Railroad

system (UP/SP) experienced a cascadi

uservice failure. While opinions differ as
the actual precipitating cause, the difficu
ties first manifested themselves in the

rHouston, Texas, area.

r

Houston is home to many petrochemica
facilities and is a critical port and rail hu
ofoo many cars were permitted into
Houston’s Englewood Yard, slowing the
Brard’s operational efficiency and forcing
incoming trains to pull into sidings befor,
entering the yard. While trains were hol
ing in the sidings, waiting for congested
nmain lines and switching yards to clear,

the 12-hour crew service limits specified

in UP/SP’s labor agreements expired. This
forced UP/SP to find new crews, already
in short supply because of growing traffic
levels.

The problem worsened quickly. Crew
shortages and congestion tied up locomo-
tives badly needed elsewhere on the
UP/SP system. UP/SP began to shift
crews and locomotives from other parts of
their system into the Houston area, but
this simply compounded the problem.

Stronger-than-anticipated intermodal and
petrochemical demand, incompatibility
between the computer systems used by
UP and SP, slow implementation of labor
agreements between UP management and
SP union employees, lack of adequate
locomotive power, and a series of train
accidents also served to complicate
UP/SP’s early attempts to reduce the
Houston congestion. Some of these prob-
lems, particularly the shortage of locomo-
tive power, reflected long-term operating

» the western U.S. In 1995, 40 percent of allproblems inherited from the cash-strapped

SP when UP acquired the line in 1996.

€As UP/SP congestion snowballed, the fall
ERkrvest shipping season went into full
*Bwing. Troubles on the beleaguered
INUP/SP quickly spread to areas outside the
southern Plains and to the other major
2&rain-hauling western railroad, the
Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway
Fompany (BNSF).
al

Western Feeders & Country
Elevators Hardest Hit

Western livestock and poultry feeders
located outside the traditional Grain Belt,
and grain shippers in the southern Plains
cand western Corn Belt, were severely
affected by the rail service problems that
I-began in July and hindered grain ship-
ments throughout the rest of 1997.
Particularly hard hit were the country ele-
vators in these regions that buy grain
| directly from producers and ship to
h.domestic users or to larger interior and
export grain handling facilities.

Disruptions and delays in rail service
e forced many western livestock and poul-
i-try feeders to shift to truck transportation
for their feed supplies. Poultry feeders in
Arkansas and east Texas shifted to grains

problems for grain shippers, particularly i
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and feed products trucked from inland
river points or from as far away as
Missouri and lowa. Western Plains hog
feeders and California feedlot operators
scrambled to secure steady supplies of
feed grains and feed ingredients norma
delivered by rail.

The problems that began for western fe
ers as early as August subsided substa
tially by mid-November. Country elevato
shippers, however, continued to suffer

from rail service problems. Shippers in
the southern Plains states of Colorado,
Kansas, Oklahoma, and Texas experi-

enced service problems first and perhap
to the greatest extent. The size of the h
red winter (HRW) wheat crop surprised
most observers. Production estimates fa
the four states increased throughout the
summer as yield predictions grew from
the trend estimates of 29.5 bushels per
acre in early May to 35.3 bushels per ag
by August.

Yields in Kansas, estimated in May at 3
bushels per acre, actually totaled 46
bushels per acre when the harvest was
completed. The increased yield in Kans
alone added 150 million bushels of whe
to the crop. The unexpectedly large whe
crop and strong market signals to carry
stored grain forward in expectation of
higher prices left many grain elevators if
the southern Plains full to capacity with
little or no room for the record feedgrain
harvest that followed.

Country elevator shippers in the wester
Corn Belt and corn producing areas of t
northern Plains also experienced seriou
rail service problems during the final
months of 1997. To a great extent, the r
service disruptions and delays in these
areas were a spillover from problems th
had started in the southern Plains. As ¢
gestion on UP/SP increased and demar
to move grain grew with the fall harvest,
service disruptions spread northward.
Shippers in Minnesota, Nebraska, and t
corn producing areas of North and Sout
Dakota experienced these problems as
harvests in their areas came into full

swing. Country grain shippers, particular

ly in Nebraska, experienced rail car plag
ment delays and car order backlogs on
UP/SP that often exceeded 30 days.

Delays and backlogs for grain car order
were nearly as bad on BNSF, which ulti

mately was forced to cancel some of its
guaranteed rail car service during the
worst of the problems in November.

The inability to move harvested feed
|ygrains, particularly corn, forced many
country elevator shippers to pile grain ou
side as they waited for empty rail cars th
edhould have been at their facilities days
n-weeks earlier. With the approach of wint
r the risk of quality deterioration in these
outdoor grain piles increased rapidly.
USDAs Farm Service Agency (FSA),
which administers warehousing operatio
under the Commodity Credit Corporatior
sreported requests for emergency grain
arstorage permits that totaled 93.7 million
bushels at their peak in early November

=

Only one state requesting emergency st
age was east of the Mississippi River. Q
the remaining states, Nebraska and
I'Ransas led with requests totaling 45.9 4
18.6 million bushels. The 1997 FSA
requests were the largest since the mid
P 1980’s. Facilities not party to an FSA
Uniform Grain and Rice Storage
Agreement also reported outdoor storag
agaising even further the total amount of
aigrain piled outside awaiting shipment.
at

N

1997 Rail Disruption Unlike
Typical “Rail Car Shortage”

This past year’s rail service problems
were substantially different from the
equipment shortages and service delays
tcommonly referred to as “rail car short-
a@ges.” Such shortages are typically associ-
o@ated with periods of strong demand for
crgrain transportation driven by high levels
of grain demand, especially for export.

In such markets, current grain prices typi-
ngally exceed those for grain delivered
»months or even weeks in the future. These

conditions create very real pricing signals

for farmers and shippers to move grain

now, not later. This can quickly over-

whelm the shortrun capacity of the trans-
oportation system and leave many shippers
f waiting for available rail equipment.

n8hippers have routinely experienced these
types of problems in the past few years.
By contrast, 1997’s service problems
resulted from the largest grain hauling
railroads’ inability to position and move

etheir equipment—not from an overwhelm-
ing demand for grain transportation.

During the last half of 1995, when export
demand was strong and many western

Western Grain Carloadings in Late 1997 Reflected Rail Problems

Union Pacific/
Southern Pacific

h (UP/SP)

Burlington Northern
Santa Fe (BNSF)

Kansas City
Southern

Eastern railroads*

20 40

60 80
1,000 carloads

100 120 140

I Fourth quarter 1995 [ | Fourth quarter 1996 i} Fourth quarter 1997

0]

Norfolk Southern Corporation.
5 Source: Association of American Railroads.

Economic Research Service, USDA

*Includes Conrail, CSX Corporation, llinois Central Railroad Company, and



4 Economic Research Service/USDA

Agricultural Outlook/March 1998

Agricultural Economy

Fourth-Quarter Grain Carloadings Down Sharply, in Contrast to Nongrain and Intermodal Shipments

UP/SP

% change from year earlier

BNSF

% change from year earlier

10

5N

30

20

0

-10

\ Nongrain M

10

Nongrain carloadings

Intermodal*

Grain carloadings

Intermodal* 0
-30
40 F Grain carloadings -10 -
_50 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 _20 1 1 1 1 1
10/11 11/1 11/22 12/13 1/3 1/24 10/11 11/1

5-week moving average

1997/98 data.

11/22 12/13 1/3 1/24

5-week moving average

* Intermodal shipments can be carried by more than one mode (e.g. truck, rail, barge) and are often high-value merchandise that carry penalties

for late delivery.
Source: Association of American Railroads.

Economic Research Service, USDA

Corn Belt and northern Plains shippers
experienced serious rail equipment shof
ages and service problems, grain carlog
ings on the major railroads averaged
29,000 per week. Grain carloadings dur
ing the last half of 1997 averaged just
22,800 per week.

The seriousness of the UP/SP and BNS
congestion problems and their substant
effect on shippers during the closing
months of 1997 are apparent from com-
parisons of 1996 and 1997 quarterly gra
carloadings on the major western rail-
roads—BNSF, Kansas City Southern
(KCS), and UP/SP. Third-quarter 1997
versus 1996 grain carloadings were up
all three of the western railroads but fell
sharply during the fourth quarter of 1997
on BNSF and UP/SP. In the third quarte
BNSF was up 17 percent and KCS and
UP/SP were up 10 percent over the pre
ous year. In the fourth quarter, KCS car
loadings were up 13 percent, but droppg
6 percent on BNSF and 28 percent on t
troubled UP/SP. Taken together, grain c
loadings on the three railroads were doy
an average 2,950 per week during the
fourth quarter of 1997. This amounts to
over 10 million bushels less of grain
being moved each week during October
December 1997, compared with 1996.

t-by the western rail problems. Although r

dshipments of grain to export facilities
nationwide during the fourth quarter of

+ 1997 were virtually unchanged from 199
rail shipments to export houses along th
Texas Gulf Coast were down 10 percent

FDespite congestion-related reductions ir

atail capacity, greater use of truck and
barge transportation in the southern Plal
allowed exports of HRW wheat to

inncrease 60 percent in the fourth quarte
of 1997 over 1996—HRW wheat export
inspections at Texas and Louisiana exp
elevators showed increases of 74 and 2

pipercent. The nearly three-fold increase
HRW wheat export inspections at elevaj

[ tors along the Mississippi River in Bator

r,Rouge and New Orleans, Louisiana,
reflect increased barge shipments of HR
iwheat. These barge shipments originate
from inland river facilities in Oklahoma

2chlong the Arkansas River and at Kansas
he&City on the Missouri River.

ar-

VINot all of this shift to barge transportatid
was driven by the western rail problems
But the share of HRW wheat exports
moving off the Mississippi River did

" increase from 4 percent during the fourt
quarters of 1994-96 to 10 percent durin

Export grain shipments were also affect¢dSurface Transportation Board

AilTakes Emergency Action

As the scope of the railroad service prob-
6lems in the western U.S. became evident,
e shippers began to press the STB for relief.
. In response, STB instituted a proceeding

(STB Ex Parte No. 573) and scheduled a

public hearing to provide individuals an

opportunity to report on the status of rail
nservice in the western U.S. and to review

proposals for solving the service problems.
r

All of the western railroads and a variety
Dréf shippers, shipper groups, and local and
B8tate officials participated in this public
Nhearing, held in Washington, DC, on

October 27, 1997. USDA, fulfilling its

statutory authority and responsibility to

represent the transportation interests of
V¥gricultural producers and shippers by
dparticipating in STB proceedings, report-

ed concern about the declining quality of

western railroad service, particularly

about how these service problems were

affecting grain storage.

n
. Following this public hearing, STB con-
cluded that a transportation emergency

did exist. To facilitate a resolution, STB
hdirected that a number of specific actions
) be taken to address the severe congestion

the fourth quarter of 1997.
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problems affecting the Houston area an
to free up facilities throughout the UP/S
system. By using its emergency powers|
aggressively, STB confirmed the severit
of the rail service emergency—STB’s
emergency powers are rarely invoked
except when a railroad ceases operatio
due to bankruptcy. At the request of
USDA, STB required UP/SP to make a
weekly report detailing its service perfor
mance to agricultural shippers.

By law, the STB can direct service only
on a temporary basis. With its 30-day s¢
vice order scheduled to expire, the STB
scheduled another public hearing on
December 3, 1997. At the hearing, USD
reported that there had been little, if any
improvement in western railroad service
to agricultural shippers. As evidence,
USDA noted that grain shipments on bo
UP/SP and BNSF had fallen dramatical
compared with prior-year levels. The
amount of grain approved for emergenc
storage, USDA added, was almost entir
related to the inability of the western rai
roads to provide adequate service to ag
cultural shippers.

The following day, STB found that
although service was showing some sig

d gency in the West continued to exist. ST

Pthen extended and modified its service

sorder for an additional 90 days. Agricul-

y tural commodities were recognized as g
key concern, and STB ordered both
UP/SP and BNSF to provide weekly

ngeports of their agricultural transportatio
performance.

- Since early December, service provided
by the BNSF has returned to normal leV
els, but UP/SP continues to lag its prior
year performance.

-

Grain Output & Storage

AAffect Rail Demand

, The differences in factors that lead to a
smooth postharvest shipping season an
those that result in one like 1997’s can

threlatively small. The level of production

yand carry-in stocks of grains and soybe
relative to available storage provides a

Y good indicator of the need for harvest-

elime grain transportation. In 1996, when

- shippers experienced few problems dur

rithe postharvest season, grain and soyb
production totaled 15.3 hillion bushels,
just 3 percent lower than in 1997. With
the addition of carry-in stocks, this vol-

ngime of grain amounted to 88 percent of

-total on- and off-farm storage capacity.

of improvement, the transportation eme

1997 Grain Production and Carry-in Stocks Were Close to

Storage Capacity in All Regions

B storage capacity
|| Production plus carry-in

Southern Plains

_

Western Corn Belt

Northern Plains

Pacific Northwest

Eastern Corn Belt

0

Source: National Agricultural Statistics Service, USDA.

Economic Research Service, USDA

4
Billion bushels

[B(Storage capacity at export facilities is not
included in off-farm capacity in these
comparisons.) In 1997, with carry-in
stocks up 43 percent, production plus
carry-in equaled 94 percent of total stor-
age capacity—up just 6 percentage points

n from 1996.

However, this measure—production and
carry-in stocks relative to storage—was
- not uniform across the U.S., indicating the
importance of providing adequate rail ser-
vice to key producing regions. In the
hard-hit southern Plains states of
Colorado, Kansas, Oklahoma, and Texas,
production and carry-in stocks equaled
101 percent of storage capacity. In
Kansas, possibly the state most adversely
daffected by the rail service problems, pro-
peduction and carry-in was 117 percent of
storage capacity. In the western Corn Belt
argtates of lowa, Minnesota, Missouri,
Nebraska, and South Dakota, production
plus carry-in totaled only 95 percent of
storage capacity for the region, but for the
ngtates most affected by the rail problem—
caviissouri, Nebraska, and South Dakota—
the measure was 100 percent.

In the eastern Corn Belt—lllinois,

Indiana, Michigan, Ohio, and
Wisconsin—production and carry-in

stocks also equaled 100 percent of storage
capacity. Shippers in these states, howev-
er, faced only minor rail-related trans-
portation problems. Slowed shipment
times and delays in placements of empty
grain cars for loading were largely the
result of high grain transportation demand
in the East. Some covered hopper rail cars
used to move fertilizers into the West dur-
ing late summer were also trapped in the
western rail congestion and slow to return
to eastern railroads for harvest-period
grain service.

The availability of barge and truck trans-
portation, however, combined with
increased service by the eastern rail-
roads—Conrail, CSX Corporation,
Illinois Central Railroad Company, and
Norfolk Southern Corporation—kept har-
vested grain moving out of local facili-
ties. Grain carloadings on the eastern rail-
roads actually increased by 19 percent
during the fourth quarter of 1997, com-
pared with 1996.
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A wide variety of factors affect the
Nation’s grain marketing and transporta
tion infrastructure. These factors can co
tribute to an efficient and smoothly oper
ating marketing system or grind the sys
tem to a halt, forcing country grain elevg
tors to pile grain outside and leaving gr3
users struggling to meet short-term nee
As 1997’s western rail service crisis
demonstrated, operating problems that
begin on a single railroad can quickly
snowball into widespread service disrup
tions that affect shippers and receivers i
many regions.

The 1997 western rail service crisis pro-
vides an example of the increased impg
tance of an adequate grain handling ang
transportation infrastructure in an era wh
grain production and marketing decisiong
are driven by market signals, not govern-

marketing flexibility is dependent upon th
ability of the grain handling and transpor
ntion system to adjust quickly to changing
market conditions and customer needs.

- The actions taken by STB in response {
Mast year's service problems were one-

cally at the UP/SP situation. Those actic
are presently set to expire on March 15
1998. Rail transportation problems, how
r ever, will likely confront grain shippers
Nagain. While the outcome may be much

the same, the causes of future problem

will likely be substantially different from

those that led to the 1997 western rail s
r-vice emergency.

Hgime emergency actions directed specifit

o

i Jerry D. Norton (202) 720-4211 and
eWilliam J. Brennan (202) 690-4440,
Agricultural Marketing Service
Jerry_D_Norton@usda.gov

ment programs. Producer planting and

William_J_Brennan@usda.go[Xe]

Upcoming Reports—USDA’s
Economic Research Service

The following reports will be
issued electronically on dates
and at times (ET) indicated.

March

8
4
5
13

20
23

26

Aquaculture*

Free Trade in the Americas*

Wheat Yearbook*

Cotton and Wool Outlook
(4 p.m.)**

Agricultural Outlook*

U.S. Agricultural Trade Update
(3 p.m.)

Fruit and Tree Nuts*

*Release of summary, 3 p.m.
**Available electronically only

In upcoming issues of Agricultural Outlook . . .

* Overview of USDA baseline projections for the agricultural sector to 2007
* Precision farming
* Economic returns from biotechnology research—wheat vs. corn
* Interest-rate outlook
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Livestock, Dairy & Pouliry

Asia Crisis To Trim Prospects

for U.S. Meat Exports

he economic turmoil in Asia is expec

ed to trim U.S. meat export prospect
in 1998. As Asian currencies depreciate
and incomes fall, demand will contract ir
some key Asian markets and competitio
will increase from other countries whose
currencies are also losing value against
U.S. dollar. At the same time, the relative
ly strong dollar is making the U.S. marke
more attractive to foreign meat exporters
seeking alternatives to Asian markets. A
result, net exports of U.S. red meats are
expected to shrink in 1998, adding to
already abundant U.S. meat supplies.

The weakening of demand in Asian ma

kets stalls growth in what has become a Mexico are expected to increase, they wi

flourishing outlet for U.S. meat exports.
Rising incomes and changing dietary
preferences in developing countries, as
well as negotiated reductions in trade b
riers worldwide, have resulted in a rapid
increase in world meat trade since the
late 1980’s.

The U.S., with a large domestic market,
plentiful feedgrain supplies, and a well-
developed meat infrastructure and mark
ing network, was poised to take advanta
of the rising demand for meat. The U.S.
beef sector benefited greatly from the
growing international market for high-
quality grain-fed beef, and the poultry
sector found an outlet for lower priced
dark meat products preferred by Asia,
Mexico, and the Newly Independent
States of the former Soviet Union.

In the period since the late 1980's, the
strong export market induced a dramatiq
shift in the U.S. trade balance for meats
U.S. meat imports during the period
declined slightly, while U.S. meat
exports—Iled by poultry—rose rapidly. I
1992, the U.S. became a net meat expo
instead of a net importer, and net meat
exports rose each year from 1992 to 19¢
With negotiated reductions in trade barri

ers, the U.S. was able to match products -

D

markets, increasing the exported propor
tion of domestic meat production from 3
percent in 1988 to 11 percent in 1997.

t-Since 1995, the growth of world meat
5 trade has been slowed by several disea

n mouth disease, swine fever, and avian

5 ther challenges to trade growth.

alln Japan and Korea—two key markets f

efAustralian dollar. In Korea, the won fell

outbreaks (bovine spongiform encephal
pathy or “mad cow” disease, foot-and-

influenza), as well as food safety conce

tcurrencies of traditional U.S. meat
importers such as Canada are creating

U.S.beef exportsre likely to decline 7

percent to about 1.99 billion pounds in

1998, in contrast to a 14-percent rise in
-1997 from the previous year. While sales

likely be offset by declining sales else-
where, primarily to Japan and South Korg

U.S. meat—Australian beef is becoming
more attractive. As the U.S. dollar appre
ciated against Asian currencies betweer
June and December 1997, Japan’s yen
declined 12 percent against the U.S. do
lar but remained steady against the

gé7 percent against the U.S. dollar but o
49 percent against Australia’s currency.

If the current trend in exchange rate

movement continues into 1998, the U.S
could see an erosion of market share in
Japan and Korea, especially since U.S.
fed-cattle prices are expected to increas
about 2 percent in 1998. Continued wes
ness in the Australian dollar against the

Australia’s short-fed and higher quality
range-fed beef, which is preferred by the
Japanese market. But the loss of U.S.
market share will likely be less in Japan
than in Korea, whose economy has been
severely affected by the Asian events.

Korea is required to import at least
56.87,000 tons (product weight) of beef in
p-accordance with its Uruguay Round com-
mitments. In 1998, 40 percent of the
imports will be through tenders, which can
ni; effect steer demand toward products of

thé. coliand listeria). The recent econom-a specific quality, making exchange rate
2-ic problems in Asia and the weakening

movements less important. But the
remaining 60 percent, imported under the
fuBimultaneous Buy-Sell (SBS) system, will
likely be driven by cost concerns.

Although the collapse of the won has
made Korea’s imports from all sources
more costly, weakness in the Australian
talollar against the U.S. dollar could make
| Australian beef more desirable. Given
Korea’s shortage of foreign exchange, ten-
aders will likely seek the lowest value
products, and purchases under the SBS
hisystem will be very price-sensitive. As a
result, imports under both the tender and
_the SBS system will tend to favor
Australia, causing U.S. export shares in
Korea to fall significantly.

U.S.beef importsafter falling in the mid-
1990’s, rose 13 percent in 1997 and are
nlgxpected to rise an additional 15 percent
in 1998. As the liquidation phase of the
U.S. cattle cycle ended, cow slaughter
declined sharply, opening the U.S. pro-

cessing beef market just as Asian curren-
cies and those of Australia and New
Zealand were devaluing against the U.S.
edollar. This provides a marketing oppor-
\ktunity for Australia and New Zealand, the
leading exporters of processing beef and

yen could mitigate the price rises in

by far the two largest suppliers to the U.S.

U.S. Exports of Red Meat To Decline From High Levels of 1997

Beef & veal Pork Broilers Turkey Other chicken
; Million Ibs
10
1993 1,275 446 1,966 244 56
)7 1994 1,611 549 2,876 280 90
1995 1,821 787 3,894 348 99
1996 1,887 970 4,420 438 265
1997 2,136 1,044 4,664 598 384
1998 1,985 990 4,750 610 390

1997 preliminary; 1998 forecast.
Economic Research Service, USDA
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As Currencies Lose Value Against U.S. Dollar . . .

Customers Pay More for U.S. Goods . .. . .. and Competitors Undersell U.S. Exports
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U.S.exports of porkare expected to
decline in 1998 about 5 percent from
1997 levels, which were up about 8 per-
cent over 1996. The projected 1998
decline in U.S. pork exports to 990 mil-
lion pounds is based on declining sales
Japan and Korea.

In Korea, demand for imported pork will
shrink due to a sharply depreciated cur-
rency, lower incomes, and increased

domestic pork supplies as herds are liqui-

dated. U.S. exports to Japan are also
expected to be off in 1998, due primarily
to competitively priced Korean pork prog
ucts and a stronger U.S. dollar. For
Japanese importers, increased Korean
pork production and the dramatically
depreciated won makes Korean fresh p
loins an attractive buy. However, lower
U.S. domestic pork prices, especially fo
lower value products, will be attractive tg

Mexico and Russia, which may substituteU.S. poultry.

pork for lower value poultry products.

Among the factors in last year's estima
ed rise in U.S. pork exports was the

early-1997 outbreak of foot-and-mouth
disease in Taiwan, which spread chaos

year’s drop in imports. In addition, the
major U.S. suppliers—Canada and

tanarkets. Denmark will likely help fill the
shortfall in the European Union caused
outbreak of swine fever there. Canada
will likely use its competitive exchange
rate advantage over the U.S. to gain ma
ket share in Japan.

A lowering of the forecast for 1998 U.S.
poultry exportssince yearend 1997 is
-attributable to three events over the last
several months. First is the continuing
financial crisis in many Asian countries.
While some severely affected countries,
brkuch as Indonesia and Thailand, are no
major markets for U.S. poultry, South

) Japan is one of the largest purchasers ¢

Second, the currencies of Thailand and
t-Brazil have depreciated considerably
against the dollar over the last several
months, giving their products a price
indvantage over the U.S. Both Thailand

above 1996. Increased U.S. pork prody
tion and lower exports are factors in thig

Denmark—are expected to focus on oth

cThis affects U.S. exports not only to Hong
Kong, but also to China through Hong
Kong. Hong Kong has temporarily banned
imports of live birds from China, which

ehas lowered prices in China and reduced
China’s need to import U.S. poultry parts.

byrhe reduction of shipments to Japan is
expected to result from stronger competi-
tion from Thailand and Brazil.

r

While Asian markets are expected to
decline or to show little growth in 1998,
shipments to other markets are expected
to continue growing. Exports to Russia,
the Baltic States, and South Africa among
others are expected to increase, although
at a slower rate than in 1997. Even with
higher export quantities, the value of
exports may decline as strong competition
among broiler exporters and the availabil-

Korea is a key market for U.S. turkey, andty of low-cost U.S. pork products put

fdownward pressure on prices.

Exports of turkey and turkey products are
expected to total 610 million pounds in
1998, up 2 percent from 1997, in sharp
contrast to the double-digit increases of
the past 5 years. The lowered estimate is
due mainly to expected smaller shipments

global pork markets. The outbreak devasand Brazil are major poultry exporters ando Hong Kong and Korea. Hong Kong is

tated the Taiwanese industry and effec
tively eliminated a major pork exporter
from the world market. With the

Japanese Safeguard tariff (a WTO legal Hong Kong, a situation that is still being

mechanism to protect domestic produc
ers from excessive imports) slated for
removal by midyear, the absence of
Taiwan raised expectations for U.S. po
exports. In addition, the outbreak of
swine fever in the Netherlands was
expected to open up the German mark
for Denmark, a major competitor of the
U.S. in the Japanese market.

However, the surge in U.S. exports to
Japan failed to materialize. Taiwanese
pork differs from U.S. product, offering

several characteristics (darker meat colormjllion pounds each. Total U.S. broiler

tougher texture, and sweeter flavor) pre
ferred by the Japanese consumer. Also,
the rescission of the Safeguard mecha-
nism removes the need for Japanese
processors to maintain large stocks of
pork; the ability to draw on those stocks
reduced the need for imports in 1997.

U.S.pork importsare projected at 575
million pounds in 1998, down roughly 9
percent from 1997, which was 2 percen

compete with the U.S. in many markets.

Third is the outbreak of avian influenza

- monitored. The potential for spread of &
new strain of influenza that can be trans
mitted from live poultry to humans could
'khave serious impacts on world poultry
shipments. Hong Kong is the second-
largest market for U.S. broilers and

Eturkeys, and the largest market for othel
U.S. chicken products.

The forecast for broilers has been lower
since late 1997 by 100 million pounds,
and expected exports for turkeys and
other chickens have been reduced by 4

exports for 1998 are now expected to bg
4.75 billion pounds, only 2 percent abov
last year’s exports.

The reduction from the yearend estimat
for broiler exports is based mainly on

and Japan. In Hong Kong, the continuir
avian flu crisis has prompted consumers
to curtail purchases of poultry products.

lower expected shipments to Hong Kong

the second-largest market for U.S. turkey
exports, and consumers have greatly
nreduced their consumption of turkey as
well as broilers. With the devaluation of
, Korea’s currency, that country is also
-expected to reduce imports of U.S. turkey
products. Reductions in Asian markets are
expected to be partially offset by higher
shipments to Mexico, the largest U.S.
market, as economic growth there fuels
demand for poultry products.

Exports of mature chicken are now fore-

egast at 390 million pounds in 1998, up

only 2 percent from 1997, compared with

a 45-percent increase the year before.

H While Asian markets are expected to be

weak, growth in shipments to Mexico,

» Canada, and other markets is forecast to

eoffset the decline in Asia.

Leland Southard (202) 694-5187, Shayle

Shagam (202) 694-5186, David Harvey

. (202) 694-5177, and Mildred Haley (202)

" 694-5176

southard@econ.ag.gov

Eﬁshagam@econ.ag.gov
jharvey@econ.ag.gov

mhaley@econ.ag.go{Xe]
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Trade Policy
Mexico Taxes U.S. HF

he recent increase in U.S. high-

fructose corn syrup (HFCS) exportg
to Mexico has raised concerns in the
Mexican sugar industry. The price of
sugar in Mexico is now sufficiently high
that HFCS is an attractive substitute fo
many sweetener users.

In the U.S., almost all manufacturers wh
can utilize a liquid sugar (e.g., soft drink|
bottlers, confectioners) have switched ta
HFCS. A similar loss of sugar’'s market
share to HFCS could occur in Mexico,
particularly if the price of sugar remains
relatively high. Mexico’s soft drink mak-
ers are meeting a part of their growing
sweetener needs with HFCS from both
the U.S. and domestic producers.

When U.S. exports of HFCS to Mexico
jumped from 60,000 tons (commercial
weight, not dry basis) in 1995 to 184,00
tons in 1996, the Mexican Government
initiated an anti-dumping investigation a
the request of its National Sugar Industr
Chamber, the association of Mexico’s
sugar producers. On June 24, 1997,
Mexico issued a preliminary ruling and
imposed temporary duties on U.S.-base
companies exporting HFCS to Mexico.
Meanwhile, Mexico investigated major
U.S. firms for dumping of HFCS at belo
production costs in order to secure mar}
share. In September 1997, the Office of
the U.S. Trade Representative requeste
World Trade Organization consultations,
which are ongoing.

On January 23, 1998, the Mexican
Government announced the final resultg
of the investigation, imposing anti-
dumping tariffs for HFCS imports. The
duties that went into effect January 24
range between $63.75 and $100.60 per
metric ton for HFCS-42 and between $5
and $175 per metric ton for HFCS-55.
The duties are applied to each firm indi-|
vidually. Even with the temporary anti-
dumping duties in place since June, U.S
exports of HFCS to Mexico continued

CS

in 1997, with January-November exports
totaling almost 180,000 tons, compared
with 160,000 tons for the same period
in 1996.

I Trade reports allude to an agreement
exacted by Mexican sugar mills from so
drink bottlers to limit their use of HFCS

ofor the next 3 years, although the Mexic
Chamber for the Sugar and Alcohol
Industries (CNIAA) recently denied the
reports. CNIAA indicates that their dis-
cussions with bottlers were only for the
purpose of improving sugar production
and distribution, as well as to establish
clear rules on use of their products.

Two Mexican companies, both affiliated
with U.S. companies, have recently buil
facilities to manufacture HFCS in Mexic
and now produce an estimated 250,000
D tons a year (compared with about 8 mil-
lion tons in the U.S.). However, output
may fall below this—Mexico is reported|
yconsidering limits on corn imports in
order to curb HFCS production.

Although Mexico was a net sugar importe

din the early 1990's, Mexico began to
export significant amounts in 1994/95.
Mexico sugar exports are forecast to reg

gbared with imports of 80,000 tons. Facto
contributing to the exportable sugar supy
include higher production in the wake of
government deregulation and privatizatia
in the early 1990’s, decreased demand f
lowing the peso devaluation, and rising

HFCS use in the last few years. In addi-
tion, the domestic price of sugarcane—
which is controlled in part by governmen
policy—has been raised several times in
the last few years.

SA sustained exportable sugar surplus
could lead to higher U.S. imports from
Mexico. NAFTA specifies that until
September 30, 2000, Mexican low-duty

-sugar access to the U.S. is limited to thg
amount of Mexico’s net surplus of sugar

ft

A

O

[®)

—

A1

c
V750,000 tons (raw value) in 1997/98, com
re
i)

-

up to 25,000 metric tons, raw value.
(Mexico was given a NAFTA allocation
of 25,000 tons for 1996/97 and also for
1997/98.) The total U.S. sugar import
quota in 1997/98 is 1.605 million tons.
From October 1, 2000, through

> September 30, 2008, Mexico’s access will

increase, and after October 1, 2008, the
tariff on sugar will drop to zero, ushering
in free trade with Mexico in sugar.
Nydia R. Suarez (202) 694-5259
nrsuarez@econ.ag.gofYe]

March Releases—USDA’s
Agricultural Statistics Board

The following reports are issued
electronically at 3 p.m. (ET) unless
otherwise indicated.

March
4 Broiler Hatchery
Dairy Products
Egg Products
Poultry Slaughter
Cheddar Cheese Prices
(8:30 a.m.)
Livestock Slaughter, Annual
Broiler Hatchery
Crop Production (8:30 a.m.)
Cheddar Cheese Prices
(8:30 a.m.)
Cattle on Feed
Potato Stocks
Turkey Hatchery
Milk Production
Agricultural Land Values
Broiler Hatchery
Cheddar Cheese Prices
(8:30 a.m.)
Cold Storage
Livestock Slaughter
Chickens and Eggs
Catfish Processing
Cotton Ginnings
(8:30 a.m.)
Broiler Hatchery
Hop Stocks
Wool and Mohair
Cheddar Cheese Prices
(8:30 a.m.)
Hogs and Pigs
Agricultural Prices
Grain Stocks (8:30 a.m.)
Prospective Plantings
(8:30 a.m.)
Rice Stocks (8:30 a.m.)
Peanut Stocks and Processing

11

13

26
27

30
31
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Commodity Spotlight

Good Weather N
Citrus Crops in 1997/98

l ' .S. consumers should find ample
supplies of citrus fruits and juice
in supermarkets this season. Th

bountiful supplies are due largely to

excellent orange crops in both Florida
and California. U.S. orange production
is forecast record-high at 14.3 million
tons, up 12 percent from last year due
to favorable weather in Florida and

California. In addition, bearing orange

acreage in Florida has been expanding

ever since growers replanted trees fol-

lowing several freezes in the 1980’s. Thehrough late summer.

average state yield continues to increa
as these trees mature.

The large citrus crop will likely keep
grower and retail prices for most citrus
and citrus products at or below year-
earlier levels well into the summer. The
bulk of fresh citrus fruits are marketed
from late fall through spring in the U.S.

The U.S. is the second-largest producel
oranges and total citrus fruit in the worlg
accounting for 19 and 17 percent of wo
production in 1997. Florida’s orange prg
duction is forecast record-high this year
and should more than double the size 0
the freeze-damaged Florida crops of the
early to mid-1980’s. In addition, growers
in California (the largest supplier of

ets Abundant

» vesting their largest orange crop since thé

51982/83 season.
e
Florida’s early and mid-season varieties
such as Hamlins (early), Parson Browns
(early), and Pineapple Oranges (mid) we
abundant from October through Februar
as were navel oranges from both
California and Florida. Larger (than prev

late-season variety) will be available fron
Florida this spring and from California

5e

The record supply of oranges has push
down grower and retail prices below yea
earlier levels. The preliminary January
grower price for oranges was $2.58 per
box, 35 percent lower than a year ago.
The January retail price for fresh navel
oranges was 53 cents per pound, just
slightly below a year ago. Both grower

dfave risen since last fall, suggesting a

|dmproved quality. However, as summer

are likely to again fall below year-earlier
f levels as large supplies of Valencia
» oranges hit the market beginning in May
or June.

ar-

ous year) supplies of Valencia oranges (a

and retail prices for fresh-market oranges
strengthening of demand, possibly due 1o

- approaches, retail prices for fresh orange

Although weather patterns induced by El
Nifio have left their mark on much of the
country this winter, citrus production in the
U.S. has encountered few problems. For
the most part, California’s citrus crop has
escaped damage. And despite record rain-
falls in much of Florida, the citrus crops
suffered little or no damage, although
standing water impaired harvest at times.

Record Juice Output
Forecast in 1997/98

The large orange crop will also mean
ample supplies for juice processors in the
U.S. this year. Most orange juice process-
ing takes place in Florida, where about 95
percent of the crop is typically processed
into juice (in California, 25 percent or less
of the crop is processed). During the
1996/97 processing season (December-
November), Florida accounted for 95 per-
cent of all orange juice produced in the
U.S., with California, Texas, and Arizona
accounting for the rest. With this year's
forecast of juice yield (i.e., pounds of
hsugar solids per box of oranges) just
slightly less than a year ago, the 12-per-
cent increase in orange production should
lead to record orange juice production.

.- addition to a record orange crop in the
y .S., estimates from Brazil—the world

'leader in orange (36 percent) and total cit-
_rus (25 percent) production in 1997—
indicate that the 1997/98 marketing-year
orange crop (July-June) will be up 12 per-
cent from a year earlier. Other major pro-
ducers of oranges are Mexico (5 percent
of the world total), Spain (3 percent), and
:(Jtaly (3 percent).

=

A

=

Brazil is the world leader not only in
orange production, but also in production
and exports of orange juice (the U.S. is
second). While the expanding U.S. juice
supplies will likely limit U.S. imports

from Brazil, increased production in both
Lcountries will likely stiffen competition in
export markets. Through the first half of
the Sao Paulo (Brazil) orange juice mar-
keting season (July-December), U.S.
imports of Brazilian juice were down 31
percent from a year earlier. Total U.S.
exports of orange juice during the same
time period were also down 8 percent from
a year earlier, reflecting increased competi-
tion from Brazil in the world market.

oranges to the U.S. fresh market) are h
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However, the U.S. export pace is expec
to pick up in the coming months as
Brazilian supplies decline and U.S. sup-
plies increase seasonally. U.S. orange
juice exports are forecast at a record
120,000 metric tons (65 degrees Brix) in
1997/98 (December-November), up 15
percent from 1996/97. Increased demar
for high-quality single-strength orange
juice and strong marketing efforts by U.
companies have boosted exports each \
since 1993/94.

Much of the competition for export mar-
kets occurs in Western Europe, which is
typically the major export market for both
Brazilian and U.S. orange juice. During t

1996/97 U.S. marketing year (Decembert

November), the U.S. exported 55,000 me
ric tons to Western Europe, a 34-percent
increase from the previous crop year.
Western European countries accounted f
52 percent of U.S. orange juice exports
during the 1996/97 marketing year, up
from 44 percent in the previous year.

Imports of juice to the U.S. are expected

to account for about 10 percent of supp
down from a peak of 37 percent in the
mid-1980’s when U.S. output was down
sharply. Despite more-than-adequate
domestic production, the U.S. continues
to import some juice (primarily from
Brazil) for blending purposes, particularl
at the beginning of the U.S. season whe
oranges are less mature and the juice
lacks sufficient color or sweetness.

FCOJ Futures Prices
Stage Modest Recovery

Although Brazilian frozen concentrated
orange juice (FCQOJ) stocks were not
excessively large at the beginning of the
Brazilian processing season (July 1997
they have increased significantly since
then. Stocks are expected to remain faif
high into Brazil’s next harvest, which wil
begin in May or June. Meanwhile,
Florida’s FCOJ stocks at the beginning
the Florida processing season (Decemb
1997) were estimated to be over one-
quarter larger than a year earlier.

Despite large crops and significant stoch
of FCOJ available in both countries, nes

term futures contract prices for FCOJ on
the New York Cotton Exchange rebound-

ed to 97 cents per pound solids (as of

w~ I

h

~

h)

—

<

y

=

ly

0]

n

=

Despite Large FCOJ Supplies, Retail Prices
Firm in 1997

Retail prices for frozen concentrated orange juice (FCOJ) stayed high throughout
most of 1997, despite a record 1996/97 orange crop in Florida that produced record
orange juice supplies. In 1997, while both Florida grower prices and near-term
futures prices sank to very low levels, retail prices did not decline until the end of
the year, about 12 months after grower and futures prices declined. Usually, retail
prices track these other prices fairly closely, with a lag of only a few months.

As a result of the basically unchanged retail prices, FCOJ consumption did not
expand, leaving end-of-year stocks high. Modest demand coupled with high pro-
duction in 1996/97 resulted in FCOJ stocks reaching their highest level in years.
While retail prices have dropped some since last fall, the decline probably is not
sufficient to effectively reduce this year’s ending stocks, especially in light of
another record crop and juice production year expected for 1997/98. As a result,
another stock buildup is expected at the end of this season.

There is no real consensus in the orange juice industry as to why FCOJ retail prices
did not decline in response to large supplies. One possibility could be the increased
popularity of ready-to-consume orange juice, particularly not-from-concentrate

juice. Aided by frequent advertising promotions throughout the year, consumers
have been changing their preferences for single-strength over FCOJ. For the conve-
nience of purchasing juice ready to consume, many consumers seem willing to pay
a higher price.

In response to the growing popularity of ready-to-consume orange juice and its fair-
ly stable price throughout the year, processors and retailers may have focused more
on promoting this kind of orange juice versus FCOJ. Because not-from-concentrate
juice tends to be a price leader, the average retail price of FCOJ may not have
responded as rapidly to supply changes as in the past.

Susan Pollack (202) 694-5251

pollack@econ.ag.gov

Retail FCOJ Prices Were Slow to Track Futures Prices
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FCOJ = Frozen concentrated orange juice.
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FCOJ Futures Prices Rebound Close to 3-Year Average

Cents per Ib. solids
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FCOJ = Frozen concentrated orange juice.

Economic Research Service, USDA

February 18) since they bottomed out a
67 cents on October 13, 1997 (the lowe
near-term contract price for FCOJ since
February 9, 1993). After a little more thg
a year of mostly below-average near-ter
contract prices, the market has risen to
approach average prices since mid-
January 1998.

The recent rise in futures prices is due
partly to early, unofficial reports that the
1998/99 Brazilian orange crop could be
down significantly. Another possible rea:
son is growing confidence in world
demand for orange juice and the ability
producers to market their products.
Although season-ending stocks have ris
for 2 consecutive years in Florida, total
domestic consumption is forecast recor
high. If orange juice marketers can con-
tinue to expand consumption through
product differentiation and competitive
pricing, FCOJ prices may be able to hol
at or rise above recent levels.

Grapefruit Prices See
Downward Pressure

Much like U.S. orange growers, grapefrui

producers find themselves with another
large crop this year, although nearly 6
percent smaller than a year ago. Suppli
remain abundant and as a result, prices
have dropped and grower revenues hay
shrunk. Growers in Florida, accounting

n 97

for about 80 percent of U.S. grapefruit

stproduction, have been hurt the most by
declining revenues. After several years

npoor returns to growers (often below pra

nduction costs) caused by strong supplie
and stagnant demand, the Florida grape
fruit industry is now pondering supply
control options.

Grapefruit bearing acreage and production
in Florida peaked in 1996/97 as growers
harvested fruit from over 139,000 acres,
up 35 percent from the 1989/90 season.
However, unlike the orange industry in
Florida, the grapefruit industry has real-
ized little growth in demand for fresh
product or juice since expansion of
acreage by both industries following the
freezes in the 1980's. For grapefruit, the
gain in bearing acreage has led to a 56-
percent increase in production, but not
without a huge collapse in prices and
returns to growers. During the 1996/97
season, on-tree returns to grapefruit grow-
ers were less than 25 percent of the level
in 1989/90.

The collapse in prices and returns is also
due to stagnant processor demand for
grapefruit. Grapefruit juice inventories
have remained fairly high, and processors
have drastically reduced the prices they
offer growers for raw product. Unless
there is a dramatic increase in demand for
grapefruit, low or negative returns to
growers are likely to continue until either
)fgrove abandonment or supply manage-

S'ment takes place.

"In addition to fresh oranges and grape-
fruit, supplies of lemons, tangerines (such

as clementines from Spain), and other

Million boxes

Florida Grapefruit Prices Down As High Production Continues

$ per box
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grower prices typically begin to rise into
the summer as seasonal demand picks up.
With increased production, and early-

Supply Control Ahead for Florida Grapefruit?

No formal supply control program will be put in place this season for Florida :
grapefruit. In the only formal action taken thus far, the Florida Citrus Commissi nigzzﬁnmggvxm %2&'2%%'2 gar?to ;T:Jewlri]:;, of
(FCC) voted in November 1997 to amend the Citrus Stabilization Act to allow lajn- ; . PP

. ; ; . -fresh lemons this spring and summer.
guage that authorizes supply management. This proposal will be given to the J

int
Citrus Industry Legislative Committee and, if approved, will be presented to Flofida i _
legislators for action this spring. If passed into law, the FCC would then have the Although U.S. production of tangerines,

authority to pursue a referendum to allow growers to vote on a grapefruit supply f@ngelos, and temples has declined this
control program for future seasons. year, size and quality are mostly average
or better. Demand for tangerines has been

.[noderately strong, with grower prices
veraging higher than a year ago in
ecember and January.

If a program is approved, the FCC would most likely use an allotment plan to li
Florida grapefruit production over a 5-year period. The FCC would appoint a pan
of member growers from different growing districts to establish a production base
for the industry and for individual operations. Grower allotments would then be . .
derived based on utilization numbers from the previous 5 seasons. Growers wouldnpPorts from Spain of clementines, a

harvest no more than their allotment amount, unless they purchased part or all bt slightly smaller than a typical U.S.-

allotment from another grower. grown tangerine, appear to be up this
year—the result of a good crop and

expanding markets. Clementines are mar-
keted primarily along the East Coast of
the U.S., but markets are slowly expand-
ing to the South and Midwest as well.

ementines are generally marketed in

e U.S. from October to March, provid-
Ing early-season competition for U.S.-
grown tangerines. Despite this year’s
smaller U.S. crop, early-season grower

citrus are also generally abundant. U.S.| California and Arizona has been reportddPrices (October-November) for U.S. tan-
lemon production for the 1997/98 seasdnas mostly fair to good, but demand has| gerines were below last year before

is up 9 percent from a year ago, and been somewhat lagging—shipments ar¢ ebounding in December.

prices are sharply lower. The preliminary only about 4 percent ahead of last yearls Charles Plummer (202) 694-5256
January grower price was nearly 60 pert pace. However, the strongest portion of cplummer@econ.ag.gofYe]

cent below a year ago. Quality from both the shipping season begins in March, and

Another supply control option being explored could be accomplished through the
Citrus Administrative Committee (CAC). The CAC is currently evaluating the
process needed to add supply control language to the current Florida grapefrui
marketing order. In this situation, volume control would take place at the packin
house level. Plans at both the grower and packinghouse levels would aim to mat
supply with demand so that prices return some profit to growers more quickly t
if marketings proceeded without regulation.

Watch Agricultural Outlook for . . .

The role of trade in U.S. horticulture

The impact of El Nifio on crop production
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Constrained by

World Hog Production:

Environmental Concerns?

nternational trade in pork has risen
I significantly in recent years. Exports

of the major pork exporting countries|
grew at an annual rate of 4 percent duri

by the major pork exporting countries.
The U.S., a recent player in the world
ngork market, accounted for 20 percent,

1989-97 as a result of bilateral and multj-with primary export markets in Japan,

lateral trade agreements, income growth
and technological innovations in transpd
and shelf-life extension. There is little

doubt that as incomes continue to grow,
markets continue to liberalize, and scier
finds new ways to extend the shelf life o
fresh meat over longer periods, interna-
tional trade in pork will increase further.
USDA's baseline projection indicates co
tinuing growth in international pork trade
into the next century.

U.S. agriculture, as a major exporter of
grain and meats, will need the answers
several important questions about future
growth in international pork trade: WhicH
countries are likely to be the leading
exporters in the next century? Will the
exporting countries that now dominate
international pork markets still dominate
in 2006? What factors can help identify
countries that might become or remain
leading pork exporters?

In 1997, four countries—the U.S.,
Canada, Denmark, and Taiwan—accour

,Canada, Mexico, and Russia. Canada

which has a long history as a pork
cexporter, accounted for 17 percent.
f Denmark’s most important markets out-

South Korea, and the U.S.

Taiwan is a recent entrant to the world
pork market, with over 95 percent of its
1996 exports going to Japan. In early
1997, however, Taiwan's hog herd becal
tanfected with foot-and-mouth disease
(FMD). As a result, Japan and most oth

h

of Taiwanese pork. USDA expects that
Taiwan will eventually overcome the
effects of FMD and resume exports to
Japan, perhaps within 5 years. In the
meantime, Japan’s demand for pork is
being met primarily by the U.S.,
Denmark, and Canada.

The extent to which these four leading
texporting countries will be able to meet

rtaccounted for 19 percent with important
markets in the U.S. and Japan. Denmar

side the European Union (EU) are Japa

pork importing countries banned imports

forecast export growth will be determined
largely by the ability of their pork indus-
tries to produce more hogs. Expansion of
a country’s hog production capacity is
limited by its resource base. Of the three
key hog production resources—Iland,
labor, and capital—land is most likely to
constrain future growth in pork produc-
tion in these four countries.

Land is the key resource in pork produc-
tion because of its multiple functions:

land is, of course, necessary to house the
animals. Hog feed supplies are frequently
drawn from the domestic land base, as in
the U.S. and Canada. However, the land
requirement for animal housing facilities

is relatively minimal, and the absence of a
land base adequate to supply feed can be
mitigated by importing feed, as is done by
both Denmark and Taiwan.

Where land is a nonsubstitutable input

into the hog production process is in
manure utilization. An adequate land base
for spreading manure residues is essential,
simply because no other economically
viable means of manure utilization cur-

ed for about 60 percent of pork exported rently exists. Indeed, manure utilization

accounts for most of the land needs of a
hog operation.

Manure is typically stored in a tank or a

lagoon facility, which allows the water

content to evaporate. The storage facili-
kty’s manure residuals are later spread,

usually over fields where the soil and

crops draw fertilizing nutrients (primarily

nitrogen and phosphorus) from the
nmanure residues. When manure residue is
applied at rates above the nutrient-
absorption rates of the soil and crops, the
danger of runoff and subsequent ground-
water pollution increases.

mentil recently, land requirements for
manure utilization on expanding hog
eproduction facilities were usually met by

5 a combination of two methods: increasing
application rates (i.e., applying greater
quantities of manure to a fixed quantity of
land) and increasing the area of applica-
tion (i.e., applying manure at the same rate
to a greater land area). Expanding hog
facilities in the U.S. and Canada—coun-
tries with relatively large land endowments
when viewed at the national level—
typically have leaned toward expanding
application area, while facilities in
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Denmark and Taiwan—countries with
small land endowments—have more typ

cally increased manure application rates|.

Recent expansion of large, intensive ho
production facilities has made manure u
lization a topic of public debate in each
the four leading exporting countries. In
view of the relatively high densities of
hog inventories and the human populati
in Denmark and Taiwan, public concern
are perhaps predictable.

Less predictable has been public debats
the U.S. and Canada, where land is app
ently plentiful. But in the U.S., for exam-
ple, there are hundreds of counties whe
nutrients available from animal manures

exceed 100 percent of crop system neef$.

In these areas, the public debate becom
acute concerning any type of livestock
operation expansion.

Thus, despite large bases of sparsely p
ulated land, public demands for stricter
governmental regulation of hog industry
expansion and manure disposal have rig
to a level that may constrain hog produg
tion in the U.S. and Canada. Indeed,
expansion constraints in all four countrig
may limit export growth rates to below

those expected in response to projected
-growth in international pork demand.

U.S. Responds to Public
y Environmental Concerns
ti-
ofin the U.S., concerns are aimed primari
at large, intensive hog operations and th
threats they pose to the environment an
hito the public’s “quality of life.” Although
5 small, the risk of water pollution via
manure lagoon leakages or spills, and t
odor that accompanies large, intensive
, |iyestock operations, have induced citi-
gens at local, county, state, and Federal
a]evels to advocate more strict regulation
rPf existing and proposed operations. In
some states, as well, environmental con
heerns and efforts to restrict structural
gehanges in the livestock industry—
especially increasing size and concentr
tion of operations—have become politi-
cally linked, bringing further pressure to
)pbear on hog industry expansion.
Citizens close to new or expanded inten
jve hog production facilities have articu
_lated a broad range of proposals for reg
lation, from heightened scrutiny by local
<Zoning boards to statewide moratoria of
new hog production facilities. Because
these and similar measures have implic

International Pork Trade Grows, As S
By Four Leading Exporters Falls
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tions for the ability of the U.S. hog indus-

try to expand, the level of environmental

regulation may become a key determinant

of the future scale of the U.S. pork export

industry. These new measures may also

have a lasting effect on the structure and

y distribution of the U.S. hog herd.

e

dFor example, in late August 1997, North
Carolina—the second largest hog produc-
ing state in the U.S.—instituted a statewide

énoratorium on new or expanding hog
operations. Effective retroactively from
March 1, 1997, through March 1, 1999, the
moratorium applies to operations of 250
head or more. Exempt from the moratori-
um are operations that rely on manure

- management systems other than lagoons.

In addition to the moratorium, the law

@-restored the right of county governments

to zone hog operations larger than 4,000
head on feed. The law also imposed set-
backs (i.e., mandated distances between
hog production operations and other

- structures, such as houses, churches,

- schools, and hospitals) and restrictions on

Umanure spreading. The law directs the
North Carolina Department of Agriculture
to plan a phase-out of anaerobic lagoons
and spray fields as primary manure uti-

Aiization methods.

A 90-day moratorium on new or expand-
ing hog operations was imposed by execu-
tive order in Kentucky in July 1997 to

allow the state sufficient time to formulate
and issue emergency regulations to specify
set-backs and to limit the size of lagoons.
In Minnesota, zoning authorities in three
counties have imposed temporary morato-
ria on hog production, while a fourth
county imposed a permanent moratorium
on expansion. Moratoria on new and
expanded hog operations have also been
proposed in Mississippi and Nebraska.

In lowa, the Humboldt County Board of
Supervisors proposed ordinances in 1995
that would require county approval of new
or expanding hog facilities, require finan-
cial assurance bonds to indemnify poten-
tial cleanup costs of abandoned facilities,
and regulate manure application.
Although the lowa Supreme Court sus-
pended enforcement of the ordinances in
June 1997 pending judicial review, the
Humboldt County ordinances appear to
have effectively framed the terms of the
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expansion debate in lowa. Broadly, the
key question is whether the right to zor
land use resides with the state or with
counties. Since counties have demon-
strated a tendency to regulate agricultu
land use more strictly than the state go
ernment, operators of large, intensive
hog production facilities tend to favor
state land-use laws that are uniform
across counties.

In South Dakota, the expansion debate
revolves around the South Dakota Fami
Farm Act (a 1974 law that restricts corp
rate farming) and the use of zoning
restrictions to limit expansion efforts tha
the act currently allows. A 1995 interpre
tation of the law encouraged large, corp
rate hog producers to explore productio
opportunities in South Dakota. In
response to a proposal by Tyson Foods
raise 500,000 slaughter hogs per year i
Hyde County, voters there passed an or
nance imposing 4-mile set-backs from
neighboring properties. Since set-backs
this magnitude make large hog operatio
nearly impossible, corporate hog produc
ers like Tyson Foods are effectively
locked out of Hyde County.

Moreover, a current effort to amend Sod
Dakota’s constitution would prohibit cor-
porations and syndicates from owning 0
maintaining livestock. Cooperatives and
family farm corporations in which family
members own a majority interest and or
which at least one family member lives

would be exempt. The amendment wou
effectively prohibit contract hog produc-
tion, as practiced by large hog producer
such as Murphy Family Farms, Carroll's
Family Farms, and Tyson Foods.

Kansas and Nebraska also restrict corp
rate farming in favor of small family-
owned operations. Currently, these laws
are being challenged in both states by
large hog producers attempting to expa
their operations. In Kansas, Murphy
Family Farms has applied for an opera-
tions permit as a family farm to raise
more than 260,000 sows. In Nebraska,
North Dakota corporation is attempting {
set up operations to produce 500,000 h
per year. The corporation maintains that
by managing the operations but not owr

1982 law banning corporate farming.

Because of its relatively sparse populati
eand its hot, dry climate that facilitates
manure utilization, Oklahoma has seen
hog numbers increase almost seven-fol
rdtom 1991 to 1997. Public concerns relg
ved to potential water and air pollution
from intensive livestock production led t
the Oklahoma Concentrated Animal
Feeding Operations Act, signed into law
in June 1997. The law requires licensing
for animal confinement operations of
more than 5,000 head built after
ySeptember 1, 1997, requires liquid was

. between the base of manure lagoons a
olocal water tables. Further, the new law
H requires financial assurances for waste

cleanups, and 3-year environmental hist
tgies of all license applicants.

A
din addition to the debate taking place at
the state level, Federal legislation to reg
date hog operations is under considerati
ng he Animal Agriculture Reform Act,
-introduced in Congress in late October,
would require livestock operations raisin
more than 1,330 hogs, 57,000 chickens
270 dairy cattle, or 530 slaughter cattle
tpubmit a manure handling plan to USDA
for approval.

.
The legislation would prohibit spreading
manure at rates above crop nutrient
requirements; for levels beyond those
allowable for fertilizer, the plan would

didentify ways of handling, storing, apply-
ing, transporting, and disposing of anima

s manure. The legislation was conceived i

order to set national environmental stan-

dards for large livestock producers, thus

preventing competition between states t

hmight include reductions in pollution star

dards as incentives to large operations.

The Administration’s recently released
ndClean Water Action Plan will also focus
attention on livestock operations and lar
application of manures, together with
resources and actions to help protect

a water quality and the environment.

(o}

POSs the struggle for consensus between
U.S. hog production industry and the pu

sive production operations and public
demands for environmental quality are

pecoming more clearly defined. Increased
environmental regulation increases the

tgosts of producing hogs in the U.S., lead-

d ing to production of fewer hogs than with-

t-out the new restrictions/regulations. If
U.S. consumer demand and the other

D major exporting countries’ production
costs remain constant, imposing higher
costs on the use of land resources for the

) U.S. hog industry will increase domestic
pork prices and may reduce U.S. competi-
tiveness in international pork markets.

)_Storage facilities, establishes set-backs The extent to which a more heav"y regu-
based on operation size and location withated U.S. hog production industry can
t in the state, and sets minimum distances retain its international competitiveness

dwill depend in part on how governments
in other pork producing countries choose
to respond to their own citizens’ environ-

Omental concerns. As in the U.S., when
foreign governments impose land-use
restrictions and other regulations on hog
confinement operations, the international

ucompetitiveness of their pork products

omay be reduced. Thus, the relative costs
of additional environmental regulation in
the U.S. and the other major exporting

gcountries will be an important determi-
nant of international competitiveness.

to

In Canada, large intensive hog operations
face challenges similar to those facing
U.S. hog producers. In Denmark, hog pro-
ducers have maintained international com-
petitiveness despite relatively heavy envi-
ronmental regulation at both the national
level and from the EU. In Taiwan, public
concerns about the environmental effects
1l of intensive hog operations have been

n overshadowed by the outbreak of FMD.

Hog Producers Face
'qRegulation in Canada ...

Although the Canadian hog inventory is
only about one-fifth of the U.S. herd, pro-
ducers in Canada are subject to similar
market forces that are driving the U.S.
dhog industry to restructure into fewer,
larger, vertically coordinated operations.
As in the U.S., public concerns about
environmental consequences accompany
the Canadian hog industry’s new produc-
tHion structure and practices.

b-

! the “lic continues, the economics of the trade-Many residents who live near expanding
ing the hogs, it is exempt from Nebraska'gffs between expansion of low-cost inte

h-or proposed hog production facilities,
particularly in Ontario and Manitoba,
have expressed concerns regarding the
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potential for water and air (odor) pollu-
tion from large production facilities.
Consequently, restrictions similar to tho
being imposed in the U.S. are appearin
in Canada as well.

For example, expansion permits to build
new or existing facilities have been con-
tested and/or blocked in Rondeau Bay 4
East Hawkesbury, Ontario. In Usburne
Township, Ontario, a recently enacted

regulation requires expanding hog prodjidhe mid-1980's, Denmark set out in the

ers to file professionally prepared nutrie
management plans; Turnberry Township
Ontario, enacted such a requirement for
operations larger than 150 animal units.

June 1997, Councillors for the municipali

ty of Douglas, Manitoba, rejected an
application for construction of a new
3,000-sow facility on the basis of public
concerns about odor, well pollution, and
lower property values.

Provincial governments in Saskatchewa
and Alberta also appear to be viewing
growth of intensive hog operations with
caution. A court in Saskatoon, Saskatch
wan, ruled in October 1997 that an envi
ronmental assessment was necessary
before construction could begin on a
planned large hog operation. In Alberta,
the provincial government recently
announced that a study will be conductg
to assess the environmental impact of
intensive crop and livestock production.

Canadian hog enterprise budgets publis
by the Ontario Ministry of Agriculture,
Food, and Rural Affairs indicate that
Canadian producers already pay more tl
U.S. producers for manure treatment.
Thus, the key to enhancing the internatic
al competitiveness of Canadian pork pro
ucts will hinge in part on whether the
increasing returns to scale generated by

current structural adjustments are enough !
fleast 60 percent; and those with over 500,

to compensate for the increasing costs @
environmental regulation.

The Administration’s Clean Water
Action Plan and related docu-
ments are available on the inter-
net at http://www. nhqg.nrcs.
usda.gov/cleanwater/

... & in Denmark & Taiwan

s&everal EU member states have set up
genvironmental regulation programs eithe
to improve water quality or to improve th
quality of coastal waters for tourism or
fisheries, as in Denmark. Danish legislati
effectively limits the expansion of hog pra
\riguction by restricting the level of nitrate
pollution from agriculture. Prompted by
high water pollution from animal waste in

hearly 1990's to reduce agricultural nitrogg

" at manure storage/spreading and at ferti
|gF Management.

Danish livestock farms must possess a
manure storage capacity equivalent to
production for 6-10 months, depending
upon the number of animals held. Hog
farmers must limit the amount of nitroge

hto 1.7 livestock units. Farms exceeding
this density may comply with the stan-
dards by spreading their excess manure
cheighboring farms. Set-aside land is nof
counted as part of the livestock base ar

spreading. No manure may be spread o
frozen ground or on nonvegetated soil
from after harvest to November 1. Many
gnust be worked into the soil within 12
hours of spreading.

The Danish Agricultural Act of 1994 has
h&dicouraged a shift to less intensive liveq
stock production by stipulating that live-
stock farmers must own certain percent
hgpes of the area needed to meet manu
spreading requirements, depending on
rdumber of animal units on the farm. For
dexample, operations with up to 120 unit
must own at least 25 percent of the lana
required to spread the manure produce
those with 250 animal units must own a

units must own 100 percent of the
required land. To expand livestock capal
ty, farmers must own or purchase the
required amount of land for additional
manure spreading. Previously, producer
were permitted to rent land.

Farms larger than 25 acres are require

and balance sheet, and may not excee
the official standards for fertilizer appli-
cation without risking a fine. To reduce

ﬂ

nitrate leaching from bare soil during the
winter months, farmers are encouraged
to keep a green cover on 65 percent of
2rcultivated area.

e

Hog operations in Denmark must also
PRomply with national regulations devel-
“oped in response to EU directives. In
December 1991, the European
Community (EC, now the EU) issued the
EC Nitrate Directive to prevent and
reduce nitrate pollution of waters from
PMgricultural sources within the EC. The

leaching through several programs directeg)

CPirective set the maximum nitrate con-
IZcentration allowed in water at 50 mg per
liter, in line with the safe level recom-
mended by the World Health Organization
and other EC directives concerning drink-
ing water quality.

The EC Nitrate Directive also set stan-
Ndards and procedures with which member

in manure that will be spread per hectatestates must comply in order to manage

nitrate problems. Member states were
required by December 1993 to identify
Qlinerable zones where agricultural pollu-
tants affected the aquatic environment and
P30 establish a Code of Good Agricultural

and therefore cannot be used for manurepractice to prevent further unnecessary

Nagricultural nitrogen emission. By
December 1995, member states were

'&xpected to design an action program
based on the Code of Good Agricultural
Practice for handling chemical fertilizers
and manure in the identified zones. These
programs are to be fully implemented by
December 1999.

The Nitrate Directive stipulates that the
€action program must limit the application
hgf animal manure to 153 pounds of nitro-

gen per acre, including manure from graz-
5 ing livestock. However, to help member
states in regions of intensive livestock
j;production comply with the Directive, the
L nitrogen limit may be extended to allow
p to 189 pounds per acre from 1996 to
1999. Member states may set different
Cllevels of nitrogen if justified by criteria
such as long growing seasons, crops with
high nitrogen uptake, or high net precipi-
Station, provided the objectives of the
Nitrate Directive are not violated.

0 Member states must also set up a moni-

to maintain a fertilizer management p|3‘”toring system to evaluate their action pro-

dgram and ensure it adequately fulfills the
objectives of the Code of Good Agricul-
tural Practice. Corrective measures must
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be taken if the program fails to meet the
objectives. The program must be review
at least once every 4 years.

Under both national and EU regulations
Danish hog producers have been dealin
since the early 1990’s with the kinds of
restrictions that challenge U.S. produce
today. Despite higher production costs
caused in part by environmental regula-
tion, high-value Danish pork products
remain competitive in many markets out
side the EU. Among the factors that con
pensate for higher production costs and
thus contribute to maintenance of intern
tional competitiveness are the vertically
coordinated production and processing
structure of the Danish pork industry an
a strong emphasis on marketing.

Taiwan’s hog inventory grew by 600 per
cent from 1960 to 1995, largely a reflec-
tion of the development of Taiwanese

pork exports to Japan. Prior to the out-
break of foot-and-mouth disease in late
March 1997, Taiwan exported 95 percer
of its pork production to Japan.

The juxtaposition of Taiwan’s population
density with a large, intensive livestock
industry prompted its government to pro

pose a 6-year plan in 1991 to reduce hqg®

production by one-third. However, high
hog prices from an expanding Japaness
export market reduced producer incenti
to meet government objectives.

At the same time, the Water Pollution
Control Act, which became law in Taiwal
in May 1991, set standards for hog was
treatment. Restrictions on hog waste tre
ment were tightened in 1993, but imple-
mentation was not complete at the time
the FMD outbreak.

Reports from Taiwan indicate that before
resuming production, operators will be
required to meet standards for hygiene,
land use, and environmental protection,
suggesting that smaller, less capitalized
operators may be forced out of business
Indeed, the Government of Taiwan
announced a new 6-year production pro-
gram in April 1997 that will encourage 80
percent of hog producers with fewer than
2,000 head of hogs to exit the industry. T

irofficial announcement cited Taiwan’s
etmminent accession to the World Trade
Organization (WTO) as justification for th
structural change. WTO membership will
likely be accompanied by expanded acc
gto Taiwan’s pork markets, necessitating t
development of a competitive domestic
spork industry to compete with imports.

Increased regulation of hog production i
Taiwan and the prospects of pork marke
- liberalization will likely form an effective
h-ceiling on hog production, and the FMD
outbreak makes such an outcome even
amore likely, for three reasons. First, afte
the easing of environmental effects fronj
intensive hog production brought about
i the FMD-related reduction in hog num-
bers, Taiwanese citizens are likely to ex
considerable pressure on an increasing
responsive government for enforcement
existing environmental regulation.

Second, many smaller production opera
tions will likely not survive the FMD out-
tbreak because of the high costs of restd
ing hog production and of compliance
with more strongly enforced environmery
tal restrictions. Third, the FMD outbreak
provided an incentive for many large
_ Taiwanese hog producing interests to re
ate some of their production facilities
outside Taiwan. Now, rather than depen
ing solely on facilities in Taiwan, export
dncome is being generated by Taiwanes
owned hog production operations in oth
countries such as Canada. Together, thg
factors point to a permanently smaller h
s herd in Taiwan.

gblew Exporters May Enter
International Pork Markets

of . : .
Increased public regulation of the risks g

environmental pollution implies two non-
exclusive sets of conclusions: one for pg
exporting countries with small land
endowments (Denmark and Taiwan), an
another for countries with relatively large
land endowments (the U.S. and Canadd
For countries with small land endow-
ments, increased environmental regulat
implies a ceiling on inventory numbers,
such as the stringent regulation of mant
spreading in Denmark. In Taiwan, the
costs of compliance with environmental

hiaestrictions, together with trade competi

tion and disease factors, will likely hold
the Taiwanese herd below its pre-FMD
elevel of 12 million head.

FSBimitations on inventories, however, do
%10t necessarily imply a limitation on the
potential profitability of the hog export
sectors, as Denmark has shown. Future

profitability for the pork industries in
nexporting countries with small land
tendowments will probably result more
from technological innovations and cost
reductions than from expansion. This sug-
gests that while Danish and Taiwanese
I shares of the expanding world market
may decline, industry profitability may
bwctually increase.

Evith virtually insurmountable land con-
Ystraints in the small, densely populated
®ountries of Taiwan and Denmark, the
U.S. and Canada, with relatively large land
endowments and much less dense popula-
- tions, had seemed most likely of the major
exporting countries to expand production
irand meet expected increases in world
demand for pork. For the U.S. and
- Canada, increased regulation of environ-
mental risks implies fewer hogs produced
at higher per-head costs, leading to higher
Iadomestic prices for pork.

d4vith environmental constraints on land
use in all four leading pork exporting
Fnations, world pork prices could increase
Pimore sharply than otherwise as demand
*SAcreases over time. A higher cost struc-
O%ure brought about by environmental reg-
ulation, coupled with higher world pork
prices, may stimulate development of hog
industries in countries that currently
import pork, as well as in countries with
relatively low-cost resources. Nations
f with large land endowments, good feed
supplies, and low levels of regulation
rknay develop pork export capacities.
Mexico, Brazil, Argentina, and Uruguay
l could be strong candidates as major pork
exporters if their disease control efforts
.are successful.
Mildred Haley (202) 694-5176, Elizabeth
OA. Jones (202) 694-5149, and Leland
Southard (202) 694-5187
I'enhaley@econ.ag.gov
eajones@econ.ag.gov
southard@econ.ag.gojXe)
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Federal Milk Mar

Consolidation & Reform

he 1996 Farm Act included two
significant changes under the Dairy
title as part of the effort to reduce

T

government intervention and regulation ¢fgraphically defined fluid milk demand

agriculture and to move agriculture towa
a greater market orientation. The first of
these was the phasing out of the dairy
price support program, which for years
established the minimum price for milk;
the second was the requirement that the
U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA)
consolidate and reform the Federal Milk
Marketing Order (FMMO) system.

The law mandated that USDA reduce th
number of milk marketing orders from 3
to no less than 10 and no more than 14
April 4, 1999. USDA announced publica
tion of the proposed rule on January 23
1998, to solicit public comment on pro-
posals for consolidation of the order sys
tem, changes to classified pricing,
replacement of the Basic Formula Price
and changes in order provisions, termin
ogy, and classification of milk by end-us

The FMMO system was set up in the

1930’s when milk producers had no alte
natives to selling their milk to local han-
dlers and were often captive to unfair by
ing practices by milk dealers or handlers
FMMO'’s were designed to level the play

Dairyfield Magazine

keting Orders:

to producers. A milk marketing order—
y which covers only Grade A milk (about
95 percent of milk production)—is a geq

rcarea. Within each region, handlers’ milk
sold in the milk marketing order is
“pooled” to generate a uniform average
price, called the blend price.

FMMQ'’s set monthly minimum prices
(classified pricing) for different uses of
milk. Class | milk is milk for fluid con-
sumption; Class Il milk is used to produ
soft products such as ice cream, cottage
echeese, and yogurt; and Class Il milk is
1 used to manufacture hard products sucl
byutter, nonfat dry milk, and cheese. In
L recent years, many marketing orders ha
also defined a Class IlI-A category for
milk used to make nonfat dry milk.

The minimum prices for Class | and |l
milk are determined by adding fixed dif-
lferentials to the Basic Formula Price
£{(BFP), which is based on the old M-W
(Minnesota-Wisconsin) price, updated b
a product price formula. The BFP also
r-currently serves as the Class lll price. T
current Class Il price is constant over al
ymarketing orders at 30 cents above the
5.Class Il (BFP) price. The Class | differ-
- ential varies for each milk marketing
rorder; generally, the Class | differentials

increase from northern to southern mar-
kets, ranging from a low of $1.20 in the
Upper Midwest to a high of $4.18 in
Miami, Florida.

Data are collected within each marketing
order on the quantities of milk used in
each class of milk in the order. A blend
price, or average, is calculated based on
the class prices and the quantities used in
each class. The blend price becomes the
minimum that handlers must pay produc-
ers or producers’ cooperatives. Since alll
handlers must purchase at the minimum
class prices, handlers who produce
cheese, butter, and nonfat dry milk ulti-
mately receive payments back from the
marketing order pool to compensate for
the difference between the blend price and
the lower Class Ill and I1I-A prices. In
contrast, Class | and Il handlers must pay
into the pool the difference between the
blend price and their higher class prices.

How Does Order Reform
Affect the Present System?

In the 1996 Farm Act, USDA was direct-

- ed to consolidate the milk marketing
orders, which will generally enlarge the
area and expand the number of producers
and handlers covered by a typical order.
USDA's proposed rule would consolidate
the present 31 orders into 11.

No orders would remain geographically
unaffected, although some orders would
see only minor changes. The Arizona
ceorder, for example, has only a minor

> change—the addition of the Las Vegas
area. Nine orders in the proposed rule

n @aembine at least two orders from the for-
mer system, with some combining as many
vas five. The new order also would include
some previously unregulated areas. All

Detailed information on
economic impacts of FMMO
reform, as well as the text of the
proposed rule and other sup-
porting material, are available
on the internet at http://www.
ams.usda.gov/dairy/reform. Or
contact USDA-AMS Dairy
Programs, PO. Box 96456,
Washington, DC 20090-6456

ing field by returning some market powe
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producers will be able to vote on the final
orders after the final rule is published.

The 1996 Farm Act also granted
California dairy producers—who have a
separate state milk marketing order—th
right to vote to join the FMMO system a
a separate order. USDA's proposed rule
does not include California, since a peti
tion from the state’s producers to be
included in the FMMO system was not
received in time to be evaluated before
issuance of the proposed rule in Januar,

In conjunction with the consolidation,
USDA was authorized to consider sever
other changes to FMMOQ's, including mu
tiple basing points. In the current order

program, the price surface has traditional

ly recognized the Upper Midwest as the
dominant surplus milk production area @
basing point. In the proposed rule, USD
now recognizes multiple locations as su
plus production areas, and the price sur
faces under the proposed pricing option
reflect these multiple basing points.

In the proposed rule, seven different pric
surface options are presented, two in sig
nificant detail. Option 1A is based in par
on results generated by a model createg
Cornell University, adjusted for more
recent economic conditions. USDA
expresses a preference for one option,
called Option 1B in the proposed rule,
which is a more market-oriented price st
face also generated by the Cornell modg
Option 1B would be phased in over a 5-
year period, with the new Class | differer

tials in each marketing order phased in by

20 percent each year until the new differ
entials are reached. Two other phase-in
methods for Option 1B would provide
compensation to producers by adding a
fixed amount to the Option 1B differen-
tials over the 5-year phase-in period.

Other options analyzed in the proposed
rule include a proposal by Mid-Americar

Dairyman, Inc., which leaves the differen-

tials unchanged from the current system
but would floor the BFP at $13.63—the
record level established in 1996. An
option proposed by the International
Dairy Foods Association (IDFA) would
change the price surface for Class | mill
and have only two class prices—fluid
milk and other milk.

Current Federal Milk Marketing Order System Uses
31 Marketing Areas

D

Michigan
Upper Penninsula

Great Basin

[<3)

r
N
I
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D

Blank areas are not covered
by Federal Milk Marketing Order System

Source: NY-NJ Milk Marketing Area, Agricultural Marketing Service, USDA.
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Classified Pricing Changes Under Federal Milk Marketing

Order Reform

Current System

Proposed

Class| price = Class|lI or Basic
Formula Price (national price) + Class |
differential (order specific)

Class |l price = Basic Formula Price +
$0.30/cwt (national)

ClasslIl or Basic Formula Price
(national)

Minnesota-Wisconsin Grade B price
updated by a product price formula

ClasslII-A (national)

Formula based on nonfat dry milk prices
and the butterfat differential

The 1996 Farm Act also authorized
USDA to consider multiple component
pricing for developing prices for milk
used in manufacturing products. Under
USDA's proposed rule, component price
(protein, butterfat, and other nonfat solid
would be used to determine the values
milk used in Class Il (milk used in
cheese) and a new Class IV (milk used
butter and nonfat dry milk). USDA woulg
use information on market prices for
cheese, butter, nonfat dry milk, and whe
to determine the values of milk compo-
nents and determine minimum prices
using formulas that incorporate these
component values. In recent months, th
proposed Class Il price has been runni
above the current BFP and the propose
Class IV price above the Class IlI-A
price. The new Class Il price would be s
at 70 cents above the Class IV price vel
sus 30 cents above the Class Il price ¢
rently. Recent experience also suggests
the Class | price would increase.

Class| price = higher of Class |1l price
(national price) or Class |V price
(national price) + Class | differential
(order specific)

Class || price = Class IV price (national
price) + $0.70/cwt (national)

Class|lII price (national)

Formula based on butter, cheese, and
whey prices

Class |1V price (national)

Formula based on butter and nonfat dry
milk prices

What Will Be the
Economic Effect?

Consolidation has two basic impacts on
Sthe blend prices received by producers.
SFirst, utilization rates (the relative use of
bfeach class of milk) change when orders

inower Class | utilization to new orders,
lowering the basic blend price, and vice
versa. The second, and less obvious,
¥ change relates to the “zoning” of blend
prices under an order. Zoning is the pra
tice of setting the blend prices differently
at rural and urban processing plants wit
£ in a marketing order to encourage the
ngnovement of milk to urban areas to sati
0 fy the demand for fluid milk. In effect, th
blend price at a rural processing plant is
etet to reflect the cost of moving milk to
-urban areas and plants, compensating {
Ulducers for supplying milk to where it is
needed.

An analysis of changes in three hypothe

are combined—some old orders will brin

consolidation and zoning may affect the
producer blend price. Under the current
system, the differences between the Class
| prices in these hypothetical marketing
orders are around 10 cents—Order A is
about 10 cents higher than Order B, and
Order C is about 10 cents lower than
Order B. Because the Class | utilization in
each of these orders is about 50 percent,
the effective differences between the
blend prices at the base points in each
separate marketing order under the current
system would be about 5 cents between A
and B and between B and C. When the
orders are combined, B’s base point
becomes the base point for the new order.
Thus, the new zoned blend price for A is
10 cents higher than the B price, and the
blend price for C is 10 cents lower than
the B price, a change of 5 cents for each.

Changes in the Class | price surface will
affect producer revenues and consumer
costs, although the final effect will be
determined by how much milk is used in
Class | products (Class I utilization). In
economic terms, the effect of classified
pricing can also be called price discrimi-
nation. Under price discrimination, higher
prices can be charged for the same raw
product in the market with a more inelas-
qIic demand (i.e., where a 1-percent change
n the price of that product will result in a
less-than-1-percent change in the quantity
of that product demanded).

c-To increase revenue in a market with
inelastic demand, a seller can either raise
horices or reduce supply. Since the demand
for fluid milk is more inelastic than the
s-demand for milk for manufacturing, under
- a higher Class | price surface, revenue in
the fluid market will increase, despite
lower quantity consumed. The reduction
r#1 the quantity demanded in the fluid mar-
ket due to higher prices will create a larg-
er supply in the manufacturing market,
which could reduce the revenue to pro-
yducers in this market.

he

cal orders provides an example of how {
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Milk Pricing Options Under the Federal Milk Marketing Order Reform

Option Phase-in period Base price at Price surface Number of classes
Minneapolis, MN
1-A No $1.60 Based on Cornell model Class| (fluid), Class 11 (soft
analysis as changed by AMS products), Class 11 (cheese), and
price surface committee Class |V (butter and dry milk)
1-B* 5years $1.20 Based on Cornell model Class| (fluid), Class 11 (soft
analysis without changes made products), Class 11 (cheese), and
by AMS Class |V (butter and dry milk)
Price surface isflatter than 1-A
5 No $1.20 No change in price surface from  Class| (fluid), Class | (soft
present levels products), Class 11 (cheese), and
Class |V (butter and dry milk)
Class|II price for Class| pricing
would be floored at $13.63
6 5 years $0.99 Price surface proposed by Class| (fluid) and Class 1| (all
International Dairy Foods other milk)
Association

*QOption 1-B has two sub-options, one of which would compensate producers for lost income over the phase-in period.

The other would provide additional compensat

The revenue increase in the fluid marke
would be greater than the revenue loss
the manufacturing sector. As a result, cg
sumers would pay more on average for
dairy products, and producer incomes
would increase. Regionally, producers ir
areas with high Class | utilization will
gain more from higher Class | differen-
tials. Producers in areas with low Class
differentials will gain less. Since Option
1B eventually results in lower Class |

ion.

t The proposed Class Il and Class IV USDA will be accepting comments on its
nprices will also affect producers and proposed rule through April 30. These
nprocessors. At the present time, it appearsomments will be reviewed and a final
that the proposed Class Ill and Class I\ rule will be announced, followed by infor-
prices would be higher than their prede4 mational meetings and a producer referen-
cessors. Thus, the new order system cqultim early next year.
raise the cost of milk going into the prod-Richard P. Stillman (202) 694-5188
ucts using these classes of milk. A secondtillman@econ.ag.goJXe]
| impact of higher Class IIl and Class IV
prices will be higher Class | and Class I
prices than would have occurred under the

prices overall, Option 1B may return les

5 current price formulas.

income to dairy farmers and lead to lower
consumer expenditures for dairy products

compared with Option 1A.
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Argentina’s Economic Reforms Expand
Growth Potential for Agriculture

rgentina, one of the world’s leading agricultural J f L

A exporters, may be poised to realize the full agricultural oy i P RN . F i
production potential afforded by its temperate climate - L B ;

and some of the world’s richest farmland. A combination of d

matic market-oriented reforms and strong price incentives in

1990’s have led to key changes in the way the country prodyc#i

and markets agricultural commodities.

Prior to the reforms, successive ineffectual or flawed governr
programs had resulted in extended periods of economic instak
ty marked by chronic public sector deficits, endemic and high
variable inflation, and low savings and investment. When the
current administration took office in July 1989, the economy
in crisis and the government insolvent. Inflation during July
1989 alone was 200 percent, and the economy was experier]
unprecedented stagnation. Decades of neglect had left Arge
with a deficient infrastructure, a poor communications netwo
falling labor productivity, and growing poverty.

The Law of Convertibility, which went into effect in April 1991
and guaranteed a one-to-one conversion of pesos into dollars
began reining in both inflation and the fiscal deficit. In addition

o}

Secretary of Agriculture, Argentina

to halting the government’s inflationary financing, the adminis
tration implemented a far-reaching economic restructuring pr
gram that included wholesale privatization of government—owngq
industries and utilities, deregulation of the economy, restruct N
ing of government institutions, and reforms in the country’s legal ) )

framework. The new policies have set the country on a path pfAs @ result of the reforms, Argentina’s gross domestic product

fiscal and monetary prudence that has lowered inflation and | (GDP) grew 6 percent per year on average from 1991 to 1997,
spurred private investment. increasing each year except 1995. However, the agricultural sec-

tor continued to stagnate for several years. As with other export-
riented sectors, agriculture had been handicapped by a fixed

licy reforms, removed the distortions between domestic and
ernational prices.

In the agricultural sector, the reforms eliminated the institutiong"'€" ; -
and policies of the past five decades that had shifted resourg e@nd increasingly overvalued real exchange rate. The appreciation

from agriculture to other sectors of the economy. Elimination 09f the peso squ.eezed the prof|t_s of Argentina’s comquny pro-
L [;B.rcers, whose income was derived from dollar-denominated
I

the National Grain and Meat Boards, once important vehicles . ; ; : ; ;
government intervention in the marketing system, was largely 'Nternational commodity prices, while their costs for domestic
symbolic, as many of their functions had already been trans| 9000dS and services were denominated in pesos. Domestic taxes
ferred to the private sector. But combined with the governmen{:%dd.'tncr:?ﬁg f;.ecé.lér']?t?rrﬁ.sst cr?;z?e:je?::g:r? d?)'gg’ ?Q(Sjsa(r:geosr? ttr?e
initiatives to divest itself of Board-owned inland and port facilj- &' ¢@It Was Insutticient. 1 e =N0oUS préssure on
ties, it represented another solid reform. farm sector to become more efficient, while encouraging major

' farm groups to seek assistance from the government.

Agriculture benefited from other privatization initiatives, includg- e .
n response to farmers’ financial stress, the government

ing the granting of road and railroad concessions to the priva té nnounced additional policy measures in August 1993. The

sector, privatization of communications and power sectors ar iscal Pact. as these measures were collectively called. was
ports, and partial sale of the state oil company, as these actip ﬁi ’ y X
S

increased the efficiency of these sectors and thus reduced far esigned to reduce both fed‘?ra', and local taxes that were con-
ers’ costs. The main trade policy instruments for transferring raining the ability of Argentina’s agricultural sector to compete
wealth from agriculture to other industries—export taxes on
agricultural commodities and tariffs on imported inputs—were
gradually reduced or rescinded. The Law of Convertibility elim
nated the ability to tax agricultural exports indirectly through
manipulation of the exchange rate. This, coupled with the trad 1 hectare = 2.47 acres

Weights of commodities presented in this article are
in metric tons.
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in world markets. Most important, the government agreed to
eliminate the asset tax on land. Other federal and local taxes
were scheduled for elimination or reduction over 1993-95. It
should be noted, however, that no substantive government p
cies, programs or subsidies were enacted to encourage prod
tion of grains, oilseeds, or livestock in Argentina, nor do any
exist currently. At the same time as Fiscal Pact measures we
being implemented, the private sector was becoming more e
cient and developing new and innovative marketing and finan
tools for producers.

Argentina’s Crop Producers
Cash in on Reforms

During the 1996/97 marketing year, the vast array of change

the Argentine economy and the agricultural sector allowed ci

producers to respond aggressively to the strong international

commodity prices of the previous season. Farmers dramaticall

increased their plantings and their use of productive inputs in
1996/97. Aided by near-perfect weather, they harvested reco
wheat, corn, and rice crops. Land harvested to grains and
oilseeds in 1996/97 totaled about 22 million hectares, 3 millig
above the previous year’s record high. An estimated 2-millior
plus hectares of good pasture land, previously devoted almo
exclusively to cattle, was planted to crops.

Before the 1995/96 season, many analysts had assumed t
the 1983/84 record of 18.7 million hectares represented ar
upper bound on the amount of land available for grains an
oilseeds, which could rise only with significant investment.
While some investment did take place, the sector has shoy
that it is much more capable of responding to high prices t
previously thought.

In addition to record area harvested, 1996/97 saw record yie
for corn and rice and near-records for wheat and sorghum. T|
grain production (35.6 million tons) and exports (23.4 million
tons) reached record levels. In previous years, these gains w
have come at the expense of oilseeds, but the area harveste
oilseeds was the second highest ever. And while soybean yi¢
were the lowest in 8 years, production of all grains and oilses

together totaled almost 53 million tons, exceeding the 50-millio

mark for the first time and eclipsing the previous production
record by almost 8 million tons.

For 1997/98, preliminary indications are that Argentina is poi
to enjoy a second record breaking harvest in as many years

Even though planted area for all commodities dropped about 3,

percent over the previous year, expected yields have more th
compensated due to extremely favorable weather conditions
Total grain production is estimated at 36 million tons and tota
oilseed production at 23 million, both records. Wheat produc
is estimated at 13.9 million tons, 2 million less than the previ
year, but record production of corn (16.5 million tons) and so
beans (16 million tons) is expected.

Last year, the government announced a goal for grain and
oilseed production of 60 million tons by 2000. Even though t
extremely favorable weather of this year, which is estimated

Argentine Agriculture

Climatic and topographical variations divide Argentina into

six distinct agricultural regions, only one of which—the
Pampa—is conducive to widespread cultivation of grains and
oilseeds. The Argentine Pampa region is located in the east-
central part of the country and occupies an area slightly more
than 50 million hectares, or about 18 percent of the country’s
total land area. The region can be divided into three zones
according to predominant use: cropping, mixed crop/live-
stock, and livestock.

(
ffi

The typical producer in the Pampa tends to operate a joint
grain-oilseed-livestock enterprise, with each activity compet-
ing for land. Cattle operations in Argentina can be classified
into three major systems: cow-calf (breeding), cow-calf/feed-
ing, and feeding/finishing. Larger operations often own sepa-
rate cow-calf and fattening operations. More than 97 percent
of total beef output is produced from cattle that are grazed
on pasture, either native or improved (planted to grasses or
small grains).

)

(0]

Grain and oilseed production is both competitor and comple-
ment to cattle raising in Argentina. Crop competition with
cattle tends to be limited to steers and feeder heifers, as cow-
calf production in Argentina is located mainly in areas not
suited to crop production. In making year-to-year decisions
about the mix of crops and pastures, the producer is often
influenced as much by current weather conditions, ages and
numbers of cattle on hand, and rotational considerations as
by current prices. At the same time, crop production and
cattle raising are considered highly complementary, given the
practice of rotating crops with sown pastures to maintain

soil fertility.

otal

have produced 59 million tons of grains and oilseeds, should not
OH&9mistaken for the norm, it seems likely that the 60-million mark
dd8uld be surpassed before 2000. While the potential for drawing
!ld8iditional land into grain and oilseed production in the future is
2 R batable, the potential for increasing yields remains bright.

Future yields should increase with growth in use of inputs such
as fertilizers and specialized farm equipment. While many pro-
q%rction practices common in the U.S., including a high level of
PYechanization, have been used in Argentina’s principal grain
and oilseed producing region, the Pampa, the use of fertilizers
nd chemicals had traditionally been extremely low in
8Rrgentina. In addition to its high cost, other factors holding
down use of fertilizer included the richness of the soil and its

! high content of organic matter; the rotation of crops with sown
'Y&stures; and development of crop varieties not particularly
;‘r'ésponsive to fertilizer.

Argentina has always relied on imports for most of its fertilizer
needs, and the costs of imported inputs began to drop after pas-
sage of the Law of Convertibility and the reductions in import
ggfariffs. By 1995, fertilizer use had reached a record 1.2 million
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Argentina Is Among the Top Five Exporters
Of Major Commodities

Commodity exports

Wheat

Coarse grains
Soybeans
Soymeal

Soyoil
Sunflowerseed
Sunflower meal
Sunflower oil
Beef

Based on estimated exports of crops and products in 1996/97, and estimated
exports of beef for calendar 1997.

Economic Research Service, USDA

Argentina’s world rank

PR WENWOWDNO

(&)]

tons, compared with less than 100,000 tons 10 years earlier. A
1996, fertilizer consumption increased again, vaulting to 1.6 m

lion tons, five times the 1991 level. Sales of agrochemicals (j
marily herbicides) also increased sharply, nearly tripling betw
1991 and 1996.

The growth in use of these inputs was accompanied by an

increase in planting of improved seed varieties. Use of chem
and improved seeds are expected to continue rising as costs
decrease and more farmers realize the potential gains. Durin
1996/97 season, fertilizer was applied on an estimated 65 pe
cent of wheat and 50 percent of corn area, up from an estim

50 and 25 percent, respectively. While over 90 percent of the Y

tilizer used is currently imported, fertilizer companies are ma
ing investments to manufacture it locally. With urea consump
in Argentina expected to increase to 1.2-1.5 million tons by
2000, the country will probably still have to import large quan
ties of fertilizer.

With increasing confidence in the agricultural sector, farmers
stepped up purchases of machinery such as tractors, harves
and irrigation equipment. In 1995 alone, irrigation equipment

sales, benefiting also from lowered import costs, were double

total for all previous years.

Changes in farm management practices will also push up vyie
No-till cropping, for example, which is becoming more com-
mon, particularly for soybeans, has led to more intensive lan
use as soybeans are double-cropped with wheat.

With greater reliance on the market, Argentine farmers have
been forced onto a steep learning curve in managing resour

increase output, and in marketing the output. Farmers are mal

ing more extensive use of marketing tools, such as futures a
options, to lock in favorable prices.

During calendar-year 1997, an estimated 20 million tons of ¢

eign commodity trading firms doing business in Argentina’s
Boards of Trade. Brazilian trading firms, in particular, are
expected to increase their presence in the Argentine futures mar-
ket, as Argentine commodities comprise a large share of
Brazilian imports. Some traders estimate an increase of about 5
million tons in total exchange volume as a result of the new reg-
ulations, providing needed additional liquidity to the market.

Argentina’s farmers have also benefited from privatization of
much of the transportation and handling infrastructure that has
generated major improvements in rail service and port facilities
and an increase in export capacity. Privatized railways carried
over 17 million tons of freight in 1996, 12 percent more than in
1995 and 29 percent above 1994. About 21 percent of the coun-
try’s grains and oilseeds are transported by rail, and grain
|Accounts for 46 percent of all rail freight. Greater competition

nd efficiency gains have reportedly lowered freight costs by 20-
)25 percent in the grain producing region.

een
Major expansion and upgrades in port facilities have occurred
near Rosario, along the Parana River. Exports from the Parana
ports, mainly grains and oilseeds and their products, have
iﬁig@reased from about 16 million tons in 1992 to nearly 21 mil-
ion tons in 1996. This growth is expected to continue, as many
gﬁ{ﬁl"és are expanding their I_oading_ and_ processing capacity for
(grains and oilseeds. A major project is also underway to develop
at@(? waterway further north into Paraguay and Brazil so that
oducts, mainly soybeans, can be brought in large quantities by
k_barge for processing and export through Argentina.

tI?_rfvestock Sector
iiFails To Match Crop Gains

Argentina has been associated with beef production and exports
since at least the turn of the century. It is currently the world’s
; sixth-largest beef producer and fifth-largest exporter. Since the
95te 1970's, however, Argentina’s beef production and exports
ave decreased, particularly as a share of world output and
E]&)orts. The country’s economic problems throughout the 1980’s
reduced incentives for long-term investments such as cattle pro-
duction. Beef, a staple in Argentina, suffered from government
ld%forts such as price controls and government-imposed “beefless
days,” aimed at reducing inflation for the urban population.
H productivity, particularly in the cow-calf sector, is low, a result
of reproductive diseases (such as brucellosis) and, until recently,
foot-and-mouth disease (FMD).

Ce&rffentina’s livestock sector has been less of a beneficiary of the
Atfeforms of the 1990's than the grain and oilseed sectors. By the
Nénd of 1997, the Argentine cattle inventory stood at 50.3 million
head, the lowest in 27 years. The herd had decreased by more
than 5 million in less than 5 years. The period included 2 years
owof-drought and several years of strong competition from the

modities was traded on the futures market, up nearly 400 pe
over 1992. The government has been championing the use

ramiore profitable grains and oilseeds, prompting farmers to
fincrease slaughter in order to devote more land to crops. Real

futures and options to promote more orderly marketing of graicattle prices had been dropping since 1992, while production

and to minimize the effects of price swings on farmers. The

costs and taxes remained high.

upward trend in use of these instruments is expected to continue

with the recent elimination of the 27-percent profit tax on for
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Structural deficiencies continue to prevail in the livestock sec
It has been one of the last sectors in agriculture to receive fr

capital, for a number of reasons. Real interest rates remain hjg

reducing the attractiveness of long-term investment in cattle

beef production. Tax evasion through black market sales has
proved to be a particularly tough and pervasive problem in th
livestock sector. The government is trying hard to control the
evasion in an effort to encourage more local and foreign inve
ment. Until recently, foreign direct investment, while estimate
have grown significantly in the overall food sector in the early
1990’s, had been notoriously absent in the beef processing s

At present, the main factor constraining production is the ine
ciency of the cow-calf sector. Although existing technology

would allow for at least a doubling of average productivity in
most areas, technology adoption by farmers has been very |
hampered by owner absenteeism, low educational level of th

average cow-calf operator, and inefficient farm size. In additior

past periods of economic instability were not conducive to lo
term investments such as cattle. Recent developments, how
suggest that this may be changing. Advanced producers, for
example, have adopted a very successful practice called “e
weaning,” whereby calves are weaned (with supplementatio
when they are between 2-3 months old, allowing the cows,
especially the heifers, to improve their body condition soone
thereby dramatically improving pregnancy rates.

The most significant recent development in the Argentine liv
stock sector was the U.S. announcement in August 1997 th
would begin importing fresh boneless beef from Argentina ur
a 20,000-ton quota, after more than 60 years of prohibition. ]
presence of FMD had effectively banned Argentine beef fromn
the world market for FMD-free fresh and frozen beef. In 199
the Argentine National Animal Health Service initiated a com
prehensive FMD vaccination program. At the time of the U.S
announcement, there had been no outbreak of the disease i
3 years.

New markets should now open for Argentine beef in Asia as
well. This will help the cattle industry to stabilize and possibly

Modest Turnaround Projected for Argentina's

S Cattle Sector Over the Next Decade

NMillion metric tons
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Iynillion hectares in 1996/97 from 4.5 million the previous year in
)response to a sharp price spike.

» Wheatarea is projected to grow from 5.7 million hectares in
1997/98 to only about 6.3 million by 2007/2008. Average yields,
however, are anticipated to grow at about 2 percent per year, so

-production is expected to reach a record 16.3 million tons and

t @xports a record 11.4 million tons by 2007/2008. This should

denable Argentina to maintain its place as fifth-largest wheat

Ihexporter in the world, increasing its market share from an esti-
mated 7.8 percent in 1998/99 to 9 percent in 2007/08.

D,

r Riceis a relatively small crop in Argentina, but production has
been on an upward trend for several years and is expected to

1 BYAtinue. Rice area is projected to increase by almost 70 percent,
from 235,000 hectares in 1997/98 to 400,000 in 2007/08, and
production to more than double to 1.6 million tons.

Since the formation of MERCOSUR, the Southern Common

begin expanding production, although the current financial andvarket, the bulk of Argentina’s rice exports have been to Brazil.

economic crisis currently plaguing Indonesia, Thailand,
Malaysia, the Philippines, and South Korea will have a short-
term negative impact on their imports of agricultural commod
ties, especially high-value products such as red meats.

Growth Picture for
The Next 10 Years

Can Argentine agriculture sustain the growth of the last few

years? USDA's 1998 baseline includes projections of Argenti
production, consumption, and trade for major agricultural cor
modities over 1998-2007.

Grains. The area under grain cultivation is expected to grow

modestly throughout the projection period, from a base of 10.

million hectares in 1997/98 to 11.4 million by 2007/08—still
slightly lower than the 11.7 million hectares harvested in

Future growth in the Brazilian market will continue to provide
“the incentives for growth in Argentina’s production. At the same
I-time, improvements in rice quality are underway, which should

increase opportunities for Argentine exports in other markets.

Argentine rice exports are projected to reach almost 1.4 million

tons by 2007/08, from 600,000 tons in 1997/98. Should talk of

joint Argentine-Brazilian ventures in the rice sector come to
fruition, Argentine production could easily expand beyond base-
line projections.

ne

NArgentina is the world’s second-largestrn exporter after the

U.S., but its yields are still much lower than those of the U.S.

Some analysts believe it is Argentina’s corn crop that holds the

most potential for expansion via higher yields.
7

The USDA baseline is projecting that Argentine corn yields will
reach an average of 5.75 tons per hectare by 2007/08—still more

1996/97. This is explained by wheat area, which jumped to 7.%

-than 35 percent below the average projected U.S. yields. Given
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Argentina's Grain and Oilseed Sectors To Surpass High Levels of the Mid-1990's
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that the excellent weather this year is expected to produce yie
of about 5 tons per hectare, the level for 2007/08 may well be
underestimated. Production for 2007/08 is expected to be abo
18.9 million tons, with 12.8 million tons exported. The producti
number represents an increase of only 15 percent over the es
for the current year, and may now be considered by many as
modest, as farmers continue to increase their use of inputs, e
their use of hybrid seed, and improve their planting practices.
Improved hybrids have several advantages: they can be plants
higher densities, have a shorter growing season, can be sown
lower soil temperatures, and respond better to fertilizer.

Oilseeds The outlook for oilseeds in Argentina is for continue
expansion, although at a slower pace than in the recent past
Rapid expansion isoybeararea between the early 1970's and
the mid-1990’s was fueled by the high profits earned by

Id&rgentine soybean farmers. During a period of favorable soy-

bean/corn price ratios between 1985 and 1990, area devoted to
utorn dropped 1.4 million hectares while soybean area expanded
oby 1.45 million. Since then, soybean area has continued to
tiesgtand, moving onto less productive land taken from pasture.
00

p@BQbean harvested area is projected to increase from 6.8 million
hectares in 1997/98 to about 7.8 million in 2007/08. As much of

EQHFS additional land will come from increased double-cropping
IWvith wheat, yields are expected to grow by a modest 1.2 percent
per year. The projected growth in yields may be on the conserv-
ative side, however, as more farmers are reportedly moving to

dshorter maturity varieties that are less prone to early damaging

. frosts. These varieties can also be planted over a wider geo-
graphical area.
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Production is expected to increase to 19.5 million tons in

beef consumption will continue to decline. The decline in con-

2007/08 from 16 million in 1997/98, while exports are expectedumption is primarily as a result of health considerations,

to remain in the area of 2.5 million tons. The share of soybe
exported will drop from 16 to 13 percent, with most of the prg
duction increase going to the crushing industry. The oilseed

crushing industry in Argentina has undergone rapid expansiq
the last 10 years, resulting in greater and more efficient capa
The industry is expected to continue to change, as crushing

capacity becomes more concentrated among fewer, more eff
cient firms. Both local and international firms are expanding

modernizing older plants or building new ones, and it seems
likely that the industry will be able to handle the 16-million-to
crush projected in the baseline for 2007/08.

Argentina is currently the world’s largest exporter of soybean ¢
and the second-largest exporter of soybean meal. Most of the
soymeal and oil produced will continue to be exported. Increa
soybean production combined with a larger, more efficient cru
ing sector and expanding markets for meal and oil should ens
that Argentina remains a world leader in soymeal and soyoll

exports. Soymeal exports are expected to increase from 9.5 mil

lion tons in 1997/98 to 12.1 million by 2007/08, while soyoil
exports will expand from 2 million to 2.5 million tons.

For sunflowerseedhe other major oilseed produced in
Argentina, production is projected to expand during the base
period by about 30 percent, to 7.5 million tons. The bulk of th
expansion will come from improved yields, as very little addi-
tional area is expected to be devoted to this crop beyond the
million hectares currently planted. As with soybeans, the vas
majority of sunflowerseed will likely continue to be crushed
domestically and exported as meal or oil.

kmslthough should Argentina gain widespread access to the Asian

-beef market, this would put upward pressure on beef prices and
could accelerate the move away from beef consumption to poul-

ntig and pork consumption.

city.

Beef production is expected to increase from 2.55 million tons in

I-calendar-year 1997 to 2.8 million in 2007. Beef slaughter is

Dlexpected to decline slightly in the first projection year, allowing

modest rebuilding in the cattle inventory. Increased production in

Nthe future, however, will depend as much on heavier slaughter

weights as on increased herd size.

iper capita beef consumption, which dropped from 85 kilograms
_per person in 1986 to 60.8 in 1997, is projected to drop further
SIRY 55.4 kilograms by 2007. Exports will increase from 455,000

Shons in 1997 to 650,000 in 2007.
ure

The baseline assumes that Argentina continues to export primari-
ly grass-fed beef, competing mainly with Australia and perhaps
New Zealand, but also that it gains limited access to Asian coun-
tries. In order to tap new FMD-free markets in Asia, Argentina’s
feedlot industry would have to expand in order to supply the
_grain-fed beef the Asian markets demand. Relative grain and
|_"E)%ef prices will be the main factors dictating this expansion; the
IBaseline results suggest that less than 5 percent of Argentina’s
3bgef production in 2007 will be produced in feedlots.

L in the longer term, Argentina could likely export grain-fed beef
to new markets in Asia while continuing to export grass-fed
product to Europe and Latin America, as Argentina has the nat-
ural resources to significantly expand its feedlot capacity. Any

Unlike in the grains sector, export taxes still affect the oilseedisearlier or stronger expansion in feedlot production than anticipat-

sector. To encourage domestic processing, an export tax of 3
percent on soybeans is in place, while oil exports obtain an
export rebate of 1.35 percent on crude and 3.15 percent on
refined. Most Argentine oil exports are of crude oil.

Livestock. Most observers believe that 1998 will see a turn-
around in the Argentine cattle industry. A growing domestic
economy, the depleted stock of cattle, and strong export
prospects buoyed by a clean bill of health on foot-and-mouth
disease are expected to put upward pressure on Argentina’s
prices and initiate a moderate cattle rebuilding phase.

There is renewed investor interest in the cattle sector—cattle
land, and meatpacking operations. The price of feeder cattle
currently 45 percent higher than a year ago. The price of lan
breeding cattle is 30 percent higher than the 1977-96 averag
while good land for fattening cattle (which is also good for cr

3.2d in the baseline would have implications for the level of grains
and oilmeals available for export.

USDA's baseline projectionsare not intended to forecast

the future, but rather to construct a picture of Argentina’s
agricultural sector under a set of specific assumptions and
outcomes. The results are the product of many approaches,
including modeling and expert analysis, and are predicated
on the assumption that Argentina’s current macroeconomic
and agricultural policies continue through the projection
period. This assumes that the government can continue to
support the Argentine currency at the rate of one peso to the
dollar, a policy that has been successful until now. It also
assumes continuation of a program of monetary stability and
fiscal austerity that will keep inflation in check. These mea-

ping) increased more than 100 percent from the average of
past 20 years.

Key assumptions in the USDA baseline for Argentina are th

the cattle birth rate will show a slight but steady increase, that

slaughter rates will go up slightly as a result of more efficien
feeding and improved pasturing, and that per capita domesti

sures in turn are assumed to lead to real GDP growth during
the next 10 years of about 4.5 percent annually.

The projections were made based on information as of
November 1997, assuming average weather and yields for
1997/98 and beyond. Projected prices for the major com-
modities are expected to continue to decline through 2007,
but at a slower rate than long-term trends.
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What's Ahead

The reforms of the 1990’s paved the way for an expansion in
acreage planted to grains and oilseeds to take advantage of
strong world prices in the mid-1990’s. Most significantly, pro
ducers are rapidly expanding their use of fertilizers and agrig
tural chemicals. In addition to contributing to higher yields, th

Pampa has already been moved to more marginal areas in the
region, where further technological development will be needed
tineorder to maintain or improve production efficiency. According
to some sources, the Argentine cattle/beef business is just now
beginning to undergo a process of improved management and
ubreater use of technology, similar to that which the crop sector is
ecurrently undergoing, although the pace for livestock is expected

increased input use and improved crop cultivation practices arg be slower.

having an impact on traditional crop/livestock rotational
schemes, making additional land available for cropping.

High profit expectation—the result of strong prices, low infla-
tion, and wide adoption of modern technology aided by exce
weather—have led to successive unprecedented grain and o
crops in 1996/97 and 1997/98, on harvested area the size of
which was not envisioned even as recently as 4 years ago.
Pasture land previously used for cattle was diverted to crops
1996/97. At current and projected prices for crops and cattle
very little of this land is likely to revert back to livestock.

About 30 million hectares in Argentina are fit for grain and
oilseed farming. Some of this land is still being used exclusiy
for cattle and will probably eventually become almost exclusi
ly cropland. Much of the cattle production found in the centrg

Whether and when these changes will take place, Argentina has
already come a long way toward reshaping its agricultural sector.
With an expanded and more efficient productive base, a more
lenbdernized and less costly marketing system, and market-
ilsgietited government policies, the country appears poised to
exploit a growing international demand for agricultural products.
Argentina has always been dependent on export markets as an
imutlet for the bulk of its grain and oilseed production, and with a
relatively small, slow-growing population and already high per
capita consumption rates, most of the future increases in output
will find its way onto world markets.
John Wainio (202) 694-5286 and Terri Raney (202) 694-5235
ejywainio@econ.ag.gov
Véﬁlaney@econ.ag.go

Forthcoming reports in Agricultural Outlook . . .

USDA’s baseline projections t

0 2007—international focus

Free trade scenario for the Americas



The 1997

Census of Agriculture

The census of agriculture is a complete accounting of U.S. agricultural production
and the only source of uniform, comprehensive agricultural data for every county in
the Nation. Taken every 5 years, it was last conducted in 1992 by the Bureau of the

Census. The census of agriculture

now is the responsibility of a USDA agency, the

National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS).

In late December 1997, questionnaires were mailed to farmers and ranchers across
the U.S. The census defines a farm as any operation where $1,000 or more of agricul-
tural products was produced and sold, or normally would have been sold, during the
census year. The 1997 Census of Agriculture will be similar to the 1992 and 1987

censuses, containing data on:

® [and use and ownership
® operator characteristics
® crops area & production
® machinery & equipment
® [ivestock

® fertilizer ® irrigated land

® poultry ® production expenses
® chemicals ® {ype of organization
® value of products ® farm programs

® cnergy expenditures ® corporate structure

Census of Agriculture

Publications, 1992

Agricultural Atlas

Census History

Congressional Tabulation
Coverage Evaluation

Farm & Ranch Irrigation
Geographic Area Series - Vol. 1
Horticulture Specialties (1987)
Outlying Areas

Public Use File
Ranking-States & Counties
Zip Code Tabulation

NASS

Census of Agriculture

Information 1-800-523-3215

FAX 301-763-8499

E-mail nass@nass.usda.gov
Home Page

http://www.usda.gov/nass/

Next year's annual issue of the ERS-NASS Catalog will provide
up-tfo-date information on products and services that will be
available from the 1997 Census of Agriculture.
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Statistical Indicators

Summary Data

Table 1—Key Statistical Indicators of the Food & Fiber Sector

Annual 1997 1998
1996 1997 1998 Ff I I I IVF | | F Il_F In_F
Prices received by farmers (1990-92=100) 112 107 - 107 108 107 106 - - -
Livestock & products 99 99 - 98 99 99 97 - - -
Crops 126 115 - 116 117 115 113 - - -
Prices paid by farmers (1990-92=100) - - -

Production items 115 116 - 115 117 116 115 - - -

Commodities and services, interest, 115 116 - 116 117 116 116 - - -
taxes, and wages - - -

Cash receipts ($ bil.)* 202 201 198 48 44 49 61 48 42 48
Livestock 93 93 91 23 23 23 23 23 22 23
Crops 109 109 107 25 21 26 38 25 20 25

Market basket (1982-84=100)

Retail cost 156 - - 160 159 - - - - -

Farm value 111 -- -- 107 107 -- -- -- -- --

Spread 180 - - 188 187 - - - - -

Farm value/retail cost (%) 25 - - 24 24 - - - - -

Retail prices (1982-84=100)

All food 153 157 161 157 157 158 159 159 160 161
At home 154 158 160 158 158 158 159 160 160 161
Away from home 153 157 161 156 156 157 159 160 161 162

Agricultural exports ($ bil.)? 59.8 57.4 58.5 14.9 13.2 12.9 -- -- -- --

Agricultural imports ($ bil.)? 32.4 35.8 38.0 9.1 9.3 8.7 -- -- -- --

Commercial production

Red meat (mil. Ib.) 43,135 43,222 44,137 10,459 10,655 10,941 11,167 10,977 10,895 11,242

Poultry (mil. Ib.) 32,289 33,242 34,775 7,986 8,491 8,395 8,370 8,355 8,840 8,855

Eggs (mil. doz.) 6,358 6,447 6,625 1,587 1,591 1,604 1,665 1,630 1,640 1,665

Milk (bil. Ib.) 154.3 156.8 157.1 38.9 40.6 38.9 38.3 39.2 40.8 38.7

Consumption, per capita
Red meat and poultry (Ib.) 209.2 208.3 216.0 49.8 52.3 52.5 53.6 52.9 54.0 54.5

Corn beginning stocks (mil. bu.)® 1,557.8 425.9 883.2 4259 6,903.0 14,4941 2,496.6 883.2 7,229.8 -

Corn use (mil. bu.)® 8,522.3 8,849.5 9,310.0 2,819.8 2,411.2 2,001.3 1,617.1 3,021.1 - -

Prices’

Choice steers--Neb. Direct ($/cwt) 65.21 66.32 65-70 66.40 66.63 65.65 66.61 63-65 65-69 65-71

Barrows and gilts--1A, So. MN ($/cwt) 53.39 51.36 38-41 51.06 56.41 54.45 43.53 36-38 39-41 41-45

Broilers --12-city (cents/Ib.) 61.2 58.80 54-58 60.00 59.10 62.00 54.00 53-55 55-59 57-61

Eggs--NY gr. A large (cents/doz.) 88.2 81.20 74-79 84.90 72.10 79.70 88.20 78-80 68-72 72-78

Milk--all at plant $/cwt) 14.87 13.38 13.30- 13.47 12.93 12.70 14.40 14.25- 12.75- 12.30-

14.00 14.55 13.35 13.20

Wheat--KC HRW ordinary ($/bu.) 5.48 3.82 - 5.48 4.57 4.49 3.76 4.16 - -

Corn--Chicago ($/bu.) 3.87 2.74 - 3.87 2.86 2.86 2.64 2.78 - -

Soybeans--Chicago ($/bu.) 7.53 7.60 - 7.74 8.54 7.19 6.95 - - -

Cotton--avg. spot 41-34 (cents/Ib) 77.93 69.89 - 70.73 69.81 71.40 67.64 - - -

1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997

Farm real estate values®®
Nominal ($ per acre) 632 668 683 703 713 736 782 832 890 942
Real (1982 $) 530 539 528 521 507 511 529 550 574 596

F = Forecast. -- = Not available. 1. Quarterly data seasonally adjusted at annual rates. 2. Annual data based on Oct.-Sept. fiscal years ending with year

indicated. 3. Sept.-Nov. first quarter; Dec.-Feb. second quarter; Mar.-May third quarter; Jun.-Aug. fourth quarter; Sept.-Aug. annual. Use includes exports
and domestic disappearance. 4. Simple averages, Jan.-Dec. 5. 1990-94 values as of January 1. 1986-89 values as of February 1. 6. The 1989-94 values
are revised based on the 1992 Census of Agriculture.
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U.S. & Foreign Economic Data

Table 2—U.S. Gross Domestic Product & Related Data

Annual 1996 1997
1995 1996 1997 | 0 1 v | 1l 1T v

Billions of current dollars (quarterly data seasonally adjusted at annual rates)

Gross Domestic Product 7,265.4 7,636.0 8,083.4 7,607.7 7676.0 7,792.9 7,933.6 8,034.3 8,124.3 8,241.5
Gross National Product 7,270.6  7,637.7 - 7,610.5 7669.1 7,796.1  7,919.2 8,013.6 8,103.5 -
Personal consumption
expenditures 4,957.7 5,207.6 5,488.6 5,189.1 5227.4 5,308.1 5,405.7 5,432.1 5,527.4 5,589.3
Durable goods 608.5 634.5 659.4 638.6 634.5 638.2 658.4 644.5 667.3 667.6
Nondurable goods 1,475.8 15347 15927 1,532.3 1538.3 1,560.1 11,5874 15789 1,600.8 1,603.9
Food 735.1 756.1 776.4 752.2 757.4 766.6 775.5 771.4 779.3 779.5
Clothing and shoes 254.7 264.3 277.6 265.7 265.7 266.2 275.2 274.8 280.5 279.8
Services 2,873.4 3,0384 3,236.5 3,018.2 3054.6  3,109.8 3,159.9 3,208.7 3,259.3 3,317.9
Gross private domestic investment 1,038.2 1,116.5 1,237.6 1,105.4 1149.2 1,151.1 1,193.6 1,242.0 1,250.2 1,264.5
Fixed investment 1,008.1 1,090.7 1,173.0 1,082.0 1112.0 1,119.2 1,127.5 1,160.8 1,201.3 1,202.4
Change in business inventories 30.1 25.9 64.6 234 37.1 319 66.1 81.1 48.9 62.1
Net exports of goods and services -86.0 -94.8 -96.7 -93.8 -114 -88.6 -98.8 -88.7 -111.3 -87.9
Government consumption expenditures
and gross investment 1,355.5 1,406.7 1,453.9 1,407.0 1413.5 1,422.3 1,433.1 1,449.0 1,457.9 1,475.6
Billions of 1992 dollars (quarterly data seasonally adjusted at annual rates)*
Gross Domestic Product 6,742.1 6,928.4 7,191.4 6,926.0 6943.8 7,017.4 7,101.6 7,159.6 7,214.0 7,290.3
Gross National Product 6,748.7 6,932.0 --  6,930.1 6940.2 7,023.1 7,091.8 7,144.4 7,198.8 -
Personal consumption
expenditures 4,595.3 4,714.1 4,869.7 4,712.2 4718.2 4,756.4 4,818.1 4,829.4 4,896.2 4,935.0
Durable goods 583.6 611.1 645.8 614.8 611.9 617.1 637.8 629.0 656.1 660.3
Nondurable goods 1,412.6 1,432.3 1,459.3 1,431.6 1433.9 1,441.2 1,457.8 1,450.0 1,465.5 1,464.1
Food 690.5 689.7 689.9 690.3 687.3 689.0 694.6 688.2 689.5 687.3
Clothing and shoes 2575 267.7 278.2 268.4 270.8 270.0 277.1 273.8 281.3 280.6
Services 2,599.6 2,671.0 2,765.2 2,666.5 2672.8 2,698.2 2,723.9 2,749.8 2,776.1 2,811.0
Gross private domestic investment 9915 1,069.1 1,192.2 1,059.2 1100.3 1,104.8 1,149.2 1,197.1 1,204.6  1,217.9
Fixed investment 962.1 1,041.7 1,122.3 1,035.7 1060.9 1,068.7 1,079.0 1,111.4 1,149.3 1,149.6
Change in business inventories 27.3 25.0 62.2 21.3 37.9 32.9 63.7 77.6 47.5 59.9
Net exports of goods and services -98.8 -114.4 -142.1 -112.6 -138.9 -105.6 -126.3 -136.6 -164.1 -141.4
Government consumption expenditures
and gross investment 1,251.9 1,257.9 1,270.6 1,265.1 1261.5 1,261.8 1,260.5 1,270.1 1,273.4 1,278.5
GDP implicit price deflator (% change) 25 23 2.0 1.7 2.6 1.9 2.4 1.8 1.4 15
Disposable personal income ($ bil.) 5,355.7 5,608.3 5886.6 55735 56446 56958 57905 58499 59089 5,996.9
Disposable per. income (1992 $ bil.) 4,964.2 50769 52227 5,061.3 5094.8 51038 5,161.1 52009 52341 5,294.8
Per capita disposable pers. income ($) 20,349.0 21,117.0 21,976.0 21,012 21229 21,373.0 21,689.0 21,865.0 22,034.0 22,312.0
Per capita disp. pers. income (1992 $) 18,861.0 19,116.0 19,497.0 19,081 19161 19,152.0 19,331.0 19,439.0 19,518.0 19,700.0
U.S. resident population plus Armed
Forces overseas (mil.)? 263.2 265.6 267.8 265.2 265.8 266.4 266.9 267.4 268.1 268.9
Civilian population (mil.’ 261.5 264.0 266.3 263.6 264.2 264.9 265.4 265.9 266.5 267.3
Annual 1996 1997
1995R 1996 R 1997] Dec| Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Monthly data seasonally adjusted
Total industrial production (1987=100) 116.0 120.2 127.0 102.6 128.2 129.0 128.0 128.9 130.5 1311
Leading economic indicators (1987=100) 100.8 102.0 103.8 0.0 104.4 104.5 104.3 104.4 104.5 104.5
Civilian employment (mil. persons)® 124.9 126.7 129.6 5.3 129.7 129.9 129.8 129.9 130.6 130.8
Civilian unemployment rate (%)° 5.6 5.4 4.9 6,664.4 4.9 4.7 4.9 4.8 4.6 4.7
Personal income ($ bil. annual rate) 6,150.8 6,495.2 6,874.4 0.0 6,935.5 6,974.4 6,935.5 6,971.2 7,022.4 7,052.7
Money stock-M2 (daily avg.) ($ bil.)* 3,651.2 3,826.1  4,040.2 49 3,960.0 39758 3,973.8 3,993.1 4,017.5 4,040.2
Three-month Treasury bill rate (%) 55 5.0 51 7.20 4.97 4.95 5.0 5.0 5.2 5.2
AAA corporate bond yield (Moody's) (%) 7.6 7.4 7.3 1,353.0 7.15 7.00 7.2 7.0 6.9 6.8
Total housing starts (1,000)° 1,354.1 1,476.8 1,475.9 0 1,507 1,519 1,507.0 1,527.0 1,531.0 1,519.0
Business inventory/sales ratio® 1.4 1.4 - 206.7 1.36 1.37 1.4 1.4 1.4 -
Sales of all retail stores ($ bil.)’ 2,346.3 2,465.1 2,546.3 123.2 213.8 213.5 213.8 213.5 213.8 214.6
Nondurable goods stores ($ bil.) 1,405.6 1,457.8 1,505.4 35.7 126.8 126.7 126.8 126.7 126.2 125.9
Food stores ($bil.) 408.4 424.2 432.1 9.4 36.3 36.3 36.3 36.3 36.4 36.3
Apparel and accessory stores ($ bil.) 109.5 113.0 116.8 19.9 9.8 9.8 9.8 9.8 9.8 9.8
Eating and drinking places ($ bil.) 239.9 238.4 244.1 0.0 20.6 20.5 20.6 20.5 20.3 20.5

P = Preliminary. R = Revised. -- = Not available. 1. In April 1996, 1992 dollars replaced 1987 dollars. 2. Population estimates based on 1990 census.

3. Data beginning January 1994 are not directly comparable with data for earlier periods because of a major redesign of the hou sehold survey questionnaire.
4. Annual data as of December of the year listed. 5. Private, including farm. 6. Manufacturing and trade. 7. Annual total.

Information contact: David Johnson (202) 694-5324
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Table 3—World Economic Growth

Calendar Year
1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 E 1997 F 1998 F

Real GDP, annual percent change

World 3.6 2.4 1.8 1.7 1.2 2.4 2.2 2.9 3.1 2.6
World, less U.S. 3.6 29 2.8 1.3 0.8 2.0 2.3 3.0 2.9 2.5
Developed 3.7 2.6 1.8 1.6 0.7 2.4 1.8 2.5 2.7 2.4
Developed, less U.S. 3.8 3.4 3.3 1.1 -0.1 1.8 1.7 23 2.0 2.2
uU.S. 3.4 1.3 -1.0 2.7 2.2 35 2.0 2.8 3.8 2.7
Canada 2.4 -0.3 -1.8 0.8 2.3 4.6 2.2 15 3.5 3.0
Japan 4.9 5.1 4.0 1.0 0.1 0.4 0.9 3.7 0.8 1.0
European Union 35 3.0 3.6 1.1 -0.6 2.1 1.9 1.6 25 2.7
Germany 3.6 5.7 13.2 2.2 -1.1 0.0 0.0 1.5 2.5 2.8
Central Europe -0.6 -6.3 -10.6 -3.8 0.5 3.4 5.3 2.8 2.2 3.6
Former Soviet Union 2.1 -3.7 -5.7 -13.6 -9.7 -14.7 -54 -6.4 -0.2 0.2
Russia 1.9 -3.6 -5.0 -14.5 -8.7 -12.6 -4.0 -6.0 0.4 0.5
Developing 3.8 35 4.0 52 51 4.7 4.7 5.6 53 35
Asia 6.1 6.1 6.0 8.1 7.9 8.8 8.3 7.6 6.4 3.7
Pacific-Asia 6.2 6.4 8.1 9.2 9.5 9.9 9.1 7.9 6.7 3.2
China 4.1 3.7 9.5 14.6 13.9 13.0 10.7 9.7 8.8 7.2
South Asia 6.1 5.6 1.2 5.4 3.8 5.9 5.8 6.5 5.8 5.2
India 6.6 5.6 0.5 5.3 4.0 6.3 6.1 6.8 6.0 5.3
Latin America 1.0 -0.1 3.4 2.8 3.6 1.2 0.0 3.3 5.0 3.1
Mexico 3.4 45 3.6 2.9 0.7 3.6 -7.2 5.1 7.2 4.8
Caribbean/Central 4.6 1.0 2.4 4.2 3.7 2.4 2.8 3.0 3.0 3.1
South America -0.1 -1.4 35 2.6 4.4 5.4 1.8 2.9 4.7 2.7
Brazil 3.3 -4.6 0.5 -1.2 4.5 5.8 3.0 2.9 3.5 1.0
Middle East 34 4.8 2.6 5.3 4.7 0.7 3.4 4.4 35 35
Africa 3.3 15 0.8 0.5 -0.7 1.9 2.2 3.6 3.2 3.1
North Africa 3.3 2.2 1.6 0.8 -0.5 2.1 1.8 4.2 3.7 35
Sub-Sahara 3.2 1.1 0.3 0.2 -0.8 1.7 2.4 3.2 2.9 2.8

E = Estimate. F = Forecast.
Information contact: Alberto Jerardo (202) 694-5323
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Farm Prices

Table 4—Indexes of Prices Received & Paid by Farmers, U.S. Average

Annual 1997 1998
1995R 1996 R 1997 Jan Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec R| Jan
1990-92=100
Prices received
All farm products 102 112 107 108 108 107 107 107 105 103
All crops 112 126 115 116 117 114 115 114 111 111
Food grains 134 157 128 137 122 126 124 122 119 117
Feed grains and hay 112 146 117 118 115 114 113 112 112 113
Cotton 127 122 112 112 111 115 115 112 105 103
Tobacco 103 105 104 111 92 101 103 106 110 108
Oil-bearing crops 104 128 130 127 128 111 111 119 119 117
Fruit and nuts, all 100 118 109 96 128 135 129 114 89 i
Commercial vegetables 120 109 120 111 125 117 146 125 133 150
Potatoes and dry beans 107 114 93 84 110 88 86 93 96 99
Livestock and products 92 99 99 98 99 99 97 98 97 94
Meat animals 85 87 92 90 94 92 89 88 87 83
Dairy products 98 114 102 103 97 101 107 112 112 112
Poultry and eggs 107 120 114 122 118 116 108 113 107 105
Prices paid
Commodities and services
Interest, taxes, and wage rates 110 115 116 116 116 116 116 116 116 116
Production items 109 115 116 115 116 116 115 115 115 115
Feed 104 130 122 121 118 121 116 116 116 117
Livestock and poultry 82 75 93 85 97 96 94 93 94 92
Seeds 110 115 119 117 120 120 120 120 120 120
Fertilizer 120 124 121 124 119 119 119 117 115 113
Agricultural chemicals 115 119 121 121 121 121 122 123 123 123
Fuels 94 105 103 115 100 101 102 102 94 87
Supplies and repairs 112 115 117 116 118 118 118 118 118 118
Autos and trucks 107 108 109 110 108 108 109 109 109 109
Farm machinery 120 125 128 126 127 127 129 129 129 129
Building material 114 115 118 117 118 118 118 118 118 118
Farm services 118 118 118 117 118 119 118 118 117 117
Rent 116 119 119 119 119 119 119 119 119 124
Int. payable per acre on farm real estate debt 101 105 106 106 106 106 106 106 106 108
Taxes payable per acre on farm real estate 109 112 115 115 115 115 115 115 115 119
Wage rates (seasonally adjusted) 114 117 123 124 119 119 126 126 126 126
Production items, interest, taxes, and wage rates 109 114 116 115 115 116 115 115 115 116
Ratio, prices received to prices paid (%)* 93 98 92 93 93 92 92 92 91 89
Prices received (1910-14=100) 647 712 679 684 686 680 682 679 665 657
Prices paid, etc. (parity index) (1910-14=100) 1,437 1,504 1,527 1,519 1,522 1,527 1,525 1,524 1,520 1,525
Parity ratio (1910-14=100) (%)* 45 47 45 45 45 45 45 45 44 43
R = revised. P = preliminary. -- = not available. *Ratio of index of prices received for all farm products to index of prices paid for commodities and services,

interest, taxes, and wage rates. Ratio uses the most recent prices paid index. Prices paid data are quarterly and are published in January, April, and October.
Information contact: David Johnson (202) 694-5324. For historical data or for categories not listed here, call the National Agricultural Statistics Service
(NASS) Information Hotline at 1-800-727-9540. Internet users can access the NASS Home Page at http://www.usda.gov/nass.
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Table 5—Prices Received by Farmers, U.S. Average

Annual' 1997 1998
1994 1995 1996 Jan Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec R| Jan
Crops
All wheat ($/bu.) 3.45 4.55 4.30 4.02 3.56 3.67 3.55 3.50 3.45 3.33
Rice, rough ($/cwt) 6.78 9.15 9.50 9.87 9.94 9.85 10.10 9.71 9.67 9.79
Corn ($/bu.) 2.26 3.24 2.70 2.69 2.50 2.52 2.54 251 2.52 2.57
Sorghum ($/cwt) 3.80 5.69 4.20 4.03 4.09 3.99 4.06 3.93 3.94 4.15
All hay, baled ($/ton) 86.70 82.20 93.00 97.90 101.00 101.00 103.00 101.00 97.70 98.10
Soybeans ($/bu.) 5.48 6.72 6.85 7.13 7.25 6.72 6.50 6.85 6.71 6.56
Cotton, upland (cents/Ib.) 72.00 75.40 70.60 67.90 67.10 69.40 69.60 67.60 63.80 62.60
Potatoes ($/cwt) 5.58 6.77 5.11 4.23 6.33 5.16 4.96 5.36 5.40 5.49
Lettuce ($/cwt)’ 13.30 23.50 14.80 14.90 22.80 22.30 35.10 22.10 21.30 30.10
Tomatoes fresh ($/cwt” 27.40 25.80 28.50 33.50 26.10 23.30 24.30 44.20 48.40 28.80
Onions ($/cwt) 9.87 9.87 9.58 9.75 14.40 10.70 9.44 10.20 10.90 12.60
Beans, dry edible ($/cwt) 22.50 20.80 24.20 23.20 20.40 16.30 16.90 18.30 20.20 21.60
Apples for fresh use (cents/Ib.) 18.60 24.00 20.90 22.50 19.00 24.70 25.30 22.90 23.70 22.30
Pears for fresh use ($/ton) 223.00 272.00 375.00 557.00 330.00 360.00 334.00 330.00 287.00 253.00
Oranges, all uses ($/box)° 6.37 6.11 6.93 3.97 6.93 6.95 3.69 2.15 2.53 2.58
Grapefruit, all uses ($/box)° 5.26 4.61 4.63 1.84 5.78 4.18 4.15 2.49 2.57 1.79
Livestock
Cattle, all beef ($/cwt) 66.50 61.80 58.70 61.40 63.90 63.60 63.30 63.30 62.90 61.80
Calves ($/cwt) 87.10 73.10 58.40 68.10 88.00 86.90 84.30 82.90 83.30 83.20
Hogs, all ($/cwt) 39.50 40.50 51.90 53.80 55.30 50.40 47.30 45.10 41.60 36.40
Lambs ($/cwt) 64.80 78.20 88.20 94.60 92.70 90.60 87.40 83.50 84.10 -
All milk, sold to plants ($/cwt) 13.01 12.78 14.75 13.40 12.70 13.20 14.00 14.60 14.60 14.60
Milk, manuf. grade ($/cwt) 11.85 11.79 13.43 12.10 11.90 12.70 13.20 13.60 13.50 13.50
Broilers, live (cents/Ib.) 35.00 34.40 38.10 40.40 40.10 38.50 35.00 34.30 32.10 33.10
Eggs, all (cents/doz.)' 67.25 62.40 75.00 75.80 63.50 69.60 65.80 80.60 78.70 74.00
Turkeys (cents/Ib.) 40.70 41.00 43.30 38.60 40.70 41.10 40.30 42.30 38.60 35.50
P = Preliminary. R = Revised. -- = Not available. 1. Season-average price by crop year for crops. Calendar year average of monthly prices for livestock.

2. Excludes Hawaii. 3. Equivalent on-tree returns. 4. Average of all eggs sold by producers including hatching eggs and eggs sold at retail.
Information contact: David Johnson (202) 694-5324. For historical data or for categories not listed here, call the National Agricultural Statistics Service
(NASS) Information Hotline at 1-800-727-9540. Internet users can access the NASS Home Page at http://www.usda.gov/nass
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Producer & Consumer Prices

Table 6—Consumer Price Indexes for All Urban Consumers, U.S. Average (not seasonally adjusted)

Annual 1997 1998
1995 1996  1997| Jan Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec| Jan
1982-84=100
Consumer Price Index, all items 152.4  156.9 160.5 159.1 160.8 161.2 161.6 161.5 161.3 161.6
CPI, all items less food 153.1 1575 161.1 159.6 161.3 161.8 162.2 162.1 161.8 161.9
All food 148.4 1533 1573 156.5 157.6 157.9 158.2 158.5 158.7 159.9
Food away from home 149 1527 157.0 155.3 157.4 157.8 158.2 158.6 159.0 159.2
Food at home 148.8 1543  158.1 157.9 158.5 158.6 159.0 159.1 159.2 161.0
Meats' 1355  140.2 144.4 1445 1455 145.6 145.2 144.6 143.4 143.2
Beef and veal 1349 1345 136.8 137.5 137.0 137.2 137.1 137.0 136.9 136.8
Pork 1348  148.2 155.9 155.7 158.6 158.9 157.4 155.5 153.0 152.1
Poultry 1435 1524  156.6 158.2 155.6 156.8 155.6 157.4 155.2 155.1
Fish and seafood 1716 1731 177.1 178.6 1775 176.5 178.4 178.9 177.2 180.7
Eggs 1205 1421 140.0 149.0 137.7 136.9 135.9 145.1 151.1 143.8
Dairy Products’ 1328 1421 1455 147.8 143.4 1435 145.7 147.0 147.8 148.3
Fats and oils® 137.3 1405 1417 142.3 141.4 142.0 141.7 140.4 140.3 140.5
Fresh fruit 219 2344 2363 239.1 237.0 243.9 242.6 233.9 239.4 240.2
Processed fruits 137.1 145.2 148.8 148.6 148.7 148.5 148.4 147.8 148.4 -
Fresh vegetables 193.1  189.2 194.6 190.6 192.3 189.5 192.8 205.2 205.2 233.8
Potatoes 174.7 180.6 174.2 164.2 194.0 191.7 181.6 174.3 175.0 180.2
Processed vegetables 138.3 1439 147.2 148.4 149.1 146.8 145.9 146.2 145.9 -
Cereal and bakery products 167.5 1740 177.6 176.5 178.6 178.1 178.4 178.0 178.4 179.0
Sugar and sweets 1375 143.7 147.8 146.9 147.8 148.5 148.2 147.4 147.9 150.3
Nonalcoholic beverages 131.7 128.6 1334 128.3 136.7 136.7 136.6 134.7 133.1 134.1
Apparel
Apparel, commodities less footwear 129.3 128.5 129.4 125.9 125.9 129.6 131.4 131.4 127.6 -
Footwear 1254  126.6  127.6 125.0 126.3 127.4 130.6 129.3 128.2 127.4
Tobacco and smoking products 225.7 232.8 243.7 236.4 243.4 246.5 250.2 250.7 251.2 253.8
Alcoholic beverages 153.9 1585  162.8 161.1 163.2 163.5 163.7 163.7 164.0 164.6

-- = Not available. 1. Beef, veal, lamb, pork, and processed meat. 2. Includes butter. 3. Excludes butter.
Information contact: David Johnson (202) 694-5324. For historical data or for categories not listed here, call the Bureau of Labor Statistics' CPI
Information Hotline at (202) 606-7828.
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Table 7—Producer Price Indexes, U.S. Average (not seasonally adjusted)

Annual 1997 1998
1994 1995 1996/ Jan R Aug Sep R Oct Nov Dec]| Jan

1982=100
All commodities 120.4 124.8 127.7 129.7 127.2 127.5 127.8 127.8 126.7 125.5
Finished goods® 125.5 127.9 131.3 132.6 131.7 131.8 132.4 131.8 131.1 130.2
All foods® 125.2 126.7 132.5 132.4 132.6 132.6 133.3 133.3 132.8 130.8
Consumer foods 126.8 129.0 133.6 134.1 134.9 134.7 135.0 134.5 134.2 132.8
Fresh fruits and melons 82.6 85.7 100.8 111.7 82.4 93.4 96.1 87.8 107.3 87.4
Fresh and dry vegetables 129.1 144.4 135.0 108.7 131.7 125.0 146.0 130.0 126.8 143.1
Dried fruits 121.1 121.2 124.2 124.8 125.7 125.7 125.7 125.2 124.8 124.8
Canned fruits and juices 126.0 129.4 1375 139.1 137.1 136.2 135.7 135.1 134.8 133.0
Frozen fruits, juices and ades 111.9 115.9 123.9 121.6 117.8 114.8 114.2 110.8 110.0 110.0
Fresh veg. except potatoes 117.8 139.8 120.9 105.2 125.2 121.8 143.1 124.7 1185 133.1
Canned vegetables and juices 116.3 116.6 121.2 121.5 119.3 119.3 120.4 120.3 120.4 121.4
Frozen vegetables 126.0 124.2 125.4 125.9 125.6 125.7 126.3 125.8 125.0 124.9
Potatoes 142.3 142.6 133.9 81.0 159.0 148.3 132.6 117.5 118.3 116.5
Eggs for fresh use (1991=100) 80.9 86.3 105.1 104.2 88.0 100.1 90.1 117.7 109.7 98.3
Bakery products 160.0 164.3 169.8 173.2 174.0 174.3 174.6 174.6 174.6 125.5
Meats 104.6 102.9 109.0 1111 115.4 112.5 109.4 108.0 106.3 102.3
Beef and veal 103.6 100.9 100.2 101.9 104.5 104.0 103.1 103.9 101.4 100.0
Pork 101.3 101.4 120.9 123.4 132.3 1235 115.2 111.0 109.8 98.1
Processed poultry 114.8 114.3 119.8 118.6 119.4 118.6 117.0 115.8 114.0 112.6
Unprocessed and packaged fish 161.5 170.9 165.9 183.8 166.8 169.7 188.1 190.0 182.7 190.0
Dairy products 119.5 119.7 130.4 126.3 126.0 127.1 130.3 134.1 134.2 129.9
Processed fruits and vegetables 121.2 122.4 127.6 127.8 125.9 125.3 125.6 124.9 124.7 1245
Shortening and cooking oil 138.6 1425 138.5 136.6 135.8 136.6 142.4 144.5 136.9 138.2
Soft drinks 126.9 133.1 134.0 133.7 133.0 132.9 132.8 132.4 132.3 133.1
Finished consumer goods less foods 121.6 123.9 127.6 129.5 128.1 128.6 128.8 128.1 127.2 126.0
Alcoholic beverages 124.8 128.5 132.8 135.4 135.8 134.1 133.9 133.8 134.3 135.1
Apparel 123.5 124.2 125.1 125.4 125.9 125.9 125.3 125.7 125.9 125.7
Footwear 135.5 139.2 141.6 143.1 144.3 144.4 144.4 144.2 144.2 144.6
Tobacco products 224.7 231.3 237.4 239.4 247.8 256.4 255.7 256.0 257.9 257.2
Intermediate materials® 118.5 124.9 125.8 126.3 125.8 126.0 125.5 125.6 125.0 124.2
Materials for food manufacturing 118.5 119.5 125.3 122.9 122.9 123.1 122.4 124.4 123.0 119.7
Flour 110.3 122.8 136.8 122.1 116.3 118.0 115.6 1151 113.3 109.9
Refined sugar" 118.3 119.4 123.7 126.0 123.1 122.6 121.5 120.2 119.7 119.1
Crude vegetable oils 135.0 129.8 118.1 114.7 110.6 112.7 119.8 126.2 126.4 125.9
Crude materials® 101.7 102.7 113.8 126.3 107.5 108.5 111.6 113.8 107.4 102.7
Foodstuffs and feedstuffs 106.5 105.8 121.5 112.2 111.6 110.6 109.4 110.2 108.8 105.4
Fruits and vegetables and nuts® 104.6 108.4 122.5 117.0 109.0 112.8 122.7 111.8 121.4 116.9
Grains 102.7 112.6 151.1 111.1 106.3 107.2 109.1 107.1 107.4 104.4
Slaughter livestock 96.4 92.8 95.2 95.4 97.9 95.8 93.0 93.1 91.4 85.6
Slaughter poultry, live 124.4 125.6 140.5 138.1 147.9 139.9 121.7 122.3 1159 116.9
Plant and animal fibers 120.7 155.3 129.4 116.4 121.1 118.3 116.8 115.5 108.4 104.1
Fluid milk 95.8 93.7 107.9 97.0 93.7 97.0 98.4 103.0 104.7 105.8
Oilseeds 117.4 112.6 139.4 134.7 133.9 130.2 1295 134.8 128.3 123.9
Leaf tobacco 101.2 78.9 89.4 118.2 94.1 103.2 105.5 103.5 112.6 110.8
Raw cane sugar 115.2 119.7 118.6 117.6 118.4 118.3 118.3 116.4 116.5 116.5

-- = Not available. R = Revised. 1. Commodities ready for sale to ultimate consumer. 2. Includes all raw, intermediate, and processed foods (excludes
soft drinks, alcoholic beverages, and manufactured animal feeds). 3. Commodities requiring further processing to become finished goods. 4. All

types and sizes of refined sugar. 5. Products entering market for the first time that have not been manufactured at that point. 6. Fresh and dried.
Information contact: David Johnson (202) 694-5324. For historical data or for categories not listed here, call the Bureau of Labor Statistics' PPI
Information Hotline at (202) 606-7705.
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Farm-Retail Price Spreads

Table 8—Farm-Retail Price Spreads

Annual 1996 1997
1994 1995 1996| Nov| Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov
Market Basket"
Retail cost (1982-84=100) 145.4 149.4 155.9 159.4 158.6 159.0 159.8 160.0 160.4 160.6
Farm value (1982-84=100) 101.4 102.7 110.8 114.5 105.3 105.2 106.5 105.2 103.6 106.8
Farm-retail spread (1982-84=100) 169.0 174.6 180.3 183.7 187.4 187.9 188.5 189.6 190.9 189.6
Farm value-retail cost (%) 24.4 24.1 24.9 25.1 23.2 23.2 23.3 23.0 22.6 23.3
Meat products
Retail cost (1982-84=100) 135.4 135.5 140.1 144.6 144.5 144.6 145.5 145.6 145.2 144.7
Farm value (1982-84=100) 96.1 93.8 100.4 106.7 104.5 103.9 104.1 100.5 97.8 97.0
Farm-retail spread (1982-84=100) 175.7 178.2 180.9 183.5 185.6 186.4 188.0 191.9 193.8 193.6
Farm value-retail cost (%) 35.9 35.1 36.3 37.4 36.6 36.4 36.2 34.9 34.1 34.0
Dairy products
Retail cost (1982-84=100) 131.7 132.8 142.1 149.3 144.1 143.3 143.4 143.5 145.7 147.0
Farm value (1982-84=100) 94.5 92.2 107.2 113.2 95.3 93.0 91.7 94.0 100.6 105.3
Farm-retail spread (1982-84=100) 166.1 170.3 174.3 182.6 189.1 189.7 191.1 189.2 187.3 185.5
Farm value-retail cost (%) 34.4 33.3 36.2 36.4 317 311 30.7 314 33.1 34.3
Poultry
Retail cost (1982-84=100) 141.5 143.5 152.4 157.3 156.7 157.9 155.6 156.8 155.6 157.4
Farm value (1982-84=100) 114.6 113.7 126.2 132.8 1215 128.6 128.4 124.2 114.4 113.4
Farm-retail spread (1982-84=100) 172.6 177.7 182.6 185.5 197.3 191.7 186.9 194.3 203.1 208.0
Farm value-retail cost (%) 43.3 42.4 44.3 45.2 41.5 43.6 44.2 42.4 39.3 38.6
Eggs
Retail cost (1982-84=100) 114.3 120.5 142.1 145.6 128.8 132.9 137.7 136.9 135.9 145.1
Farm value (1982-84=100) 83.5 91.1 114.7 127.2 78.0 90.2 85.6 99.0 91.4 121.9
Farm-retail spread (1982-84=100) 169.4 173.2 191.4 178.7 220.0 209.6 231.3 205.0 2158 186.9
Farm value-retail cost (%) 47.0 48.6 51.9 56.1 38.9 43.6 39.9 46.5 43.2 54.0
Cereal and bakery products
Retail cost (1982-84=100) 164.2 167.5 174.0 175.4 178.2 178.3 178.6 178.1 178.4 178.0
Farm value (1982-84=100) 102.6 102.6 102.6 113.8 107.1 100.6 104.1 106.3 103.8 102.7
Farm-retail spread (1982-84=100) 1715 176.5 183.9 184.0 188.1 189.1 189.0 188.1 188.8 188.5
Farm value-retail cost (%) 7.7 7.5 7.2 7.9 7.4 6.9 7.1 7.3 7.1 7.1
Fresh fruit
Retail cost (1982-84=100) 208.8 226.9 243.0 251.7 236.1 237.8 246.6 255.6 254.0 243.3
Farm value (1982-84=100) 119.4 136.2 151.7 158.1 125.3 121.9 139.0 147.2 137.1 140.6
Farm-retail spread (1982-84=100) 250.1 268.7 285.2 294.9 287.3 291.3 296.3 305.6 307.9 290.7
Farm value-retail cost (%) 18.1 19.0 19.7 19.8 16.8 16.2 17.8 18.2 17.1 18.3
Fresh vegetables
Retail cost (1982-84=100) 172.3 193.1 189.2 187.7 189.1 190.3 192.3 189.5 192.8 205.2
Farm value (1982-84=100) 121.1 130.1 113.3 107.0 115.1 118.9 135.2 117.7 113.0 131.2
Farm-retail spread (1982-84=100) 198.6 2255 228.3 229.2 227.2 227.0 221.7 226.4 233.8 243.2
Farm value-retail cost (%) 23.9 229 20.3 19.4 20.7 21.2 239 211 19.9 217
Processed fruits and vegetables
Retail cost (1982-84=100) 134.5 137.5 144.4 146.3 148.3 148.8 148.7 147.6 147.2 146.9
Farm value (1982-84=100) 112.5 119.2 117.2 120.0 116.4 115.8 115.0 114.6 113.1 115.0
Farm-retail spread (1982-84=100) 141.3 143.2 152.9 154.5 158.2 159.1 159.2 157.9 157.5 156.8
Farm value-retail cost (%) 19.9 20.6 19.3 19.5 18.7 18.5 18.4 18.5 18.4 18.6
Fats and oils
Retail cost (1982-84=100) 133.5 137.3 140.5 140.8 141.6 141.4 141.4 142.0 141.7 140.4
Farm value (1982-84=100) 125.5 121.3 112.3 111.2 110.0 108.7 111.5 108.0 105.2 104.8
Farm-retail spread (1982-84=100) 136.5 143.1 150.9 151.8 154.3 154.8 153.2 153.9 154.7 154.9
Farm value-retail cost (%) 25.3 23.8 215 21.2 20.8 20.5 21.1 20.5 20.0 19.9

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table 8—Farm-Retail Price Spreads (continued)

Agricultural Outlook/March 1998

Annual 1997 1998
1994 1995 1996 Jan Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec| Jan
Beef, All Fresh Retail Price (cts/Ib) 259.4 252.4 253.7 256.1 254.6 254.3 254.0 253.4 254.2 252.2
Beef, Choice
Retail price (cents/Ib.)? 284.4 280.2 279.5 281.7 281.0 283.0 279.0 278.0 280.9 275.3
Wholesale value (cents)® 163.9 158.1 158.2 155.9 161.2 159.4 158.7 160.2 155.6 154.2
Net farm value (cents)" 138.4 134.9 137.2 134.2 138.0 137.8 138.2 1395 136.5 135.8
Farm-retail spread (cents) 147.2 145.3 142.3 147.5 143.0 145.2 140.8 138.5 144.4 1395
Wholesale-retail (cents)® 120.2 122.1 121.3 125.8 119.8 123.6 120.3 117.8 125.3 1211
Farm-wholesale (cents)® 27.0 23.2 21.0 217 23.2 21.6 20.5 20.7 19.1 18.4
Farm value-retail price (%) 49.0 48.0 49.0 48.0 49.0 49.0 50.0 50.0 49.0 49.0
Pork
Retail price (cents/Ib.)? 194.8 220.9 2315 232.7 236.0 234.7 234.9 231.3 226.8 234.8
Wholesale value (cents)® 98.8 117.2 117.1 119.6 123.3 117.4 110.5 107.9 1015 96.2
Net farm value (cents)* 66.7 84.6 81.1 84.4 85.1 78.3 73.2 69.9 62.1 57.4
Farm-retail spread (cents) 128.1 136.3 150.4 148.3 150.9 156.4 161.7 161.4 164.7 177.4
Wholesale-retail (cents)® 96.0 103.7 114.4 113.1 112.7 117.3 124.4 123.4 125.3 138.6
Farm-wholesale (cents)® 32.1 32.6 36.0 35.2 38.2 39.1 37.3 38.0 394 38.8
Farm value-retail price (%) 34.0 38.0 35.0 36.0 36.0 33.0 31.0 30.0 27.0 24.0
1. Retail costs are based on CPI-U of retail prices for domestically produced farm foods, published monthly by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS).
Farm value is the payment for the quantity of farm equivalent to the retail unit, less allowance for by-product. Farm values are based on prices at first point
of sale, and may include marketing charges such as grading and packing for some commodities. The farm-retail spread, the difference between
the retail price and farm value, represents charges for assembling, processing, transporting, distributing. 2. Weighted-average price of retail cuts
from pork and choice yield grade 3 beef. Prices from BLS. 3. Value of wholesale (boxed beef) and wholesale cuts (pork) equivalent to 1 Ib. of retail
cuts adjusted for transportation costs and by-product values. 4. Market value to producer for live animal equivalent to 1 Ib. of retail cuts, minus value
of by-products. 5. Charges for retailing and other marketing services such as wholesaling, and in-city transportation. 6. Charges for livestock
marketing, processing, and transportation.
Information contact: Veronica Jones (202) 694-5387, Larry Duewer (202) 694-5172
Table 9—Price Indexes of Food Marketing Costs
Annual 1996 1997
1994 1995 1996/ I 111 v | | Il 1l P IV P
1987=100*
Labor—hourly earnings
and benefits 455.2 459.7 474.3 474.3 459.1 465.3 469.3 473.0 474.6 480.2
Processing 472.5 474.7 486.0 486.0 474.7 480.2 481.4 484.9 487.1 490.5
Wholesaling 502.2 516.0 536.2 536.2 518.3 520.5 526.2 534.1 538.9 545.4
Retailing 417.1 419.9 435.2 435.2 417.3 426.1 432.1 434.1 433.6 441.1
Packaging and containers 415.7 399.8 390.3 390.3 397.0 393.1 392.1 388.7 387.6 392.9
Paperboard boxes and containers 392.1 363.8 341.9 341.9 352.1 348.9 347.2 335.4 334.7 350.3
Metal cans 504.9 498.3 491.0 491.0 502.8 481.8 489.4 496.1 490.8 487.9
Paper bags and related products 457.8 437.8 441.9 441.9 438.2 443.3 443.8 441.6 439.5 4425
Plastic films and bottles 330.6 326.5 326.6 326.6 328.9 3319 326.6 325.3 326.9 3275
Glass containers 463.3 460.5 447.4 447.4 460.3 459.3 449.3 446.9 446.6 446.6
Metal foil 263.1 235.7 233.4 233.4 230.8 229.9 228.2 232.0 237.2 236.4
Transportation services 436.6 429.8 430.0 430.0 428.8 430.2 431.0 430.6 429.0 429.4
Advertising 539.1 580.1 609.4 609.4 580.6 582.8 608.1 608.7 609.3 611.6
Fuel and power 633.7 670.7 668.5 668.5 678.0 699.2 689.5 657.4 658.1 669.0
Electric 511.3 501.3 499.2 499.2 521.0 492.6 488.5 499.0 517.7 491.5
Petroleum 559.7 666.8 616.7 616.7 658.9 745.5 672.8 609.7 574.8 609.6
Natural gas 1,091.7 1,136.7 1,214.0 1,214.0 1,136.7 1,180.9 1,261.1 1,165.7 1,179.7 1,249.4
Communications, water and sewage 284.9 296.8 302.8 302.8 299.1 299.1 301.1 302.2 303.5 304.2
Rent 269.0 268.2 265.6 265.6 268.6 268.3 266.6 265.6 265.1 265.1
Maintenance and repair 486.1 499.6 514.9 514.9 501.4 506.2 509.6 513.0 517.3 519.7
Business services 491.0 501.7 512.3 512.3 503.3 506.6 509.5 511.7 513.9 514.1
Supplies 342.7 338.3 337.8 337.8 338.2 339.0 338.8 337.0 337.5 337.9
Property taxes and insurance 546.8 564.3 580.1 580.1 566.5 570.4 573.6 577.3 582.2 587.3
Interest, short-term 113.5 103.9 108.9 108.9 107.5 104.2 105.3 111.2 108.8 110.1
Total marketing cost index 444.8 452.1 459.9 459.9 451.9 455.6 458.6 458.4 459.1 463.4

P = Preliminary. * Indexes measure changes in employee earnings and benefits and in prices of supplies used in processing, wholesaling, and retailing

U.S. farm foods purchased for at-home consumption.
Information contact: Veronica Jones (202) 694-5387.
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Livestock & Products
Table 10—U.S. Meat Supply & Use

Consumption Primary
Beg. Produc- Total Ending Per Conversion market
stocks tion* Imports supply Exports stocks Total capita’ factor® price’
Million Ibs.® Lbs. $lowt
Beef
1993 360 23,049 2,401 25,810 1,275 529 24,006 65 0.700 76
1994 529 24,386 2,369 27,284 1,611 548 25,125 67 0.695 69
1995 548 25,222 2,103 27,873 1,821 519 25,533 68 0.695 66
1996 519 25,525 2,073 28,117 1,877 377 25,863 68 0.700 65
1997 377 25,507 2,338 28,222 2,118 466 25,638 67 0.700 66
1998 F 466 25,356 2,700 28,522 1,985 350 26,187 68 0.700 65-70
Pork
1993 385 17,088 740 18,213 446 359 17,408 52 0.776 46
1994 359 17,849 743 18,798 549 438 17,811 53 0.776 40
1995 438 17,849 664 18,951 787 396 17,768 52 0.776 42
1996 396 17,117 618 18,131 970 366 16,795 49 0.776 53
1997 366 17,278 627 18,271 1,040 406 16,825 49 0.776 51
1998 F 406 18,807 575 19,788 990 435 18,363 53 0.776 38-41
Veal’
1993 5 285 0 290 0 4 286 1 0.83 96
1994 4 293 0 297 0 7 290 1 0.83 87
1995 7 319 0 326 0 7 319 1 0.83 75
1996 7 378 0 385 0 7 378 1 0.83 59
1997 7 335 0 342 0 8 334 1 0.83 82
1998 F 8 271 0 279 0 6 273 1 0.83 86
Lamb and mutton
1993 8 337 53 398 8 8 381 2 0.89 66
1994 8 308 49 365 9 11 345 1 0.89 67
1995 11 287 64 362 6 8 348 1 0.89 76
1996 8 268 73 349 6 9 334 1 0.89 85
1997 9 261 80 350 6 14 330 1 0.89 88
1998 F 14 243 84 341 8 11 322 1 0.89 84
Total red meat
1993 758 40,759 3,194 44,711 1,730 900 42,081 120 - -
1994 900 42,683 3,161 46,744 2,169 1,004 43,571 122 - -
1995 1,004 43,677 2,831 47,512 2,614 930 43,968 122 - -
1996 930 43,288 2,764 46,982 2,853 759 43,370 120 - -
1997 759 43,381 3,045 47,185 3,164 894 43,127 118 - -
1998 F 894 44,677 3,359 48,930 2,983 802 45,145 122 - -
¢/lb
Broilers
1993 368 22,015 1 22,384 1,966 358 20,059 68.0 0.881 55
1994 358 23,666 1 24,025 2,876 458 20,690 70.0 0.875 56
1995 458 24,827 1 25,287 3,894 560 20,832 69 0.869 56
1996 560 26,124 4 26,688 4,420 641 21,626 71 0.869 61
1997 641 26,971 5 27,617 4,671 605 22,341 72 0.869 59
1998 F 605 28,259 3 28,867 4,750 650 23,467 75 0.869 54-58
Mature chicken
1993 10 515 0 525 56 8 461 2.0 1.0 -
1994 8 509 0 517 90 14 413 2.0 1.0 -
1995 14 496 3 513 99 7 406 2 1.0 -
1996 7 491 0 498 265 6 228 1 1.0 -
1997 6 509 0 515 388 9 118 0 1.0 -
1998 F 9 530 0 538 390 5 143 1 1.0 -
Turkeys
1993 272 4,798 0 5,069 244 249 4,577 18 1.0 63
1994 249 4,937 0 5,187 280 254 4,652 18 1.0 66
1995 254 5,069 2 5,326 348 271 4,706 18 1.0 66
1996 271 5,401 1 5,673 438 328 4,906 19 1.0 66
1997 328 5,408 1 5,737 589 417 4,731 18 1.0 65
1998 F 417 5,345 1 5,763 610 375 4,777 18 1.0 59-63
Total poultry
1993 650 27,328 1 27,978 2,266 615 25,097 88 - -
1994 615 29,113 1 29,728 3,246 727 25,754 89 - -
1995 727 30,393 6 31,125 4,342 839 25,944 88 - -
1996 839 32,015 5 32,859 5,123 975 26,760 90 - -
1997 975 32,888 6 33,869 5,648 1,031 27,189 91 - -
1998 F 1,031 34,133 4 35,168 5,750 1,030 28,387 94 - -
Red meat and poultry
1993 1,408 68,087 3,195 72,690 3,996 1,515 67,178 208 - -
1994 1,515 71,796 3,162 76,637 5,415 1,731 69,326 211 - -
1995 1,731 74,070 2,837 78,637 6,956 1,769 69,912 210 - -
1996 1,769 75,303 2,769 79,841 7,976 1,734 70,130 210 - -
1997 1,734 76,269 3,051 81,054 8,812 1,925 70,316 208 - -
1998 F 1,925 78,810 3,363 84,098 8,733 1,832 73,532 216 - -
F = Forecast. -- = Not available. 1. Total including farm production for red meat and federally inspected plus nonfederally inspected for poultry.

2. Retail-weight basis. 3. Red Meat: Carcus to retail conversion; poultry ready-to-cook production to retail wieght. 4. Dollars per cwt. for red meat; cents per
pound for poultry. Beef: Medium #1, Nebraska Direct 1,100-1,300 Ib.; pork: barrows and gilts, lowa, Southern Minnesota; veal: farm price of calves; lamb
and mutton: choice slaughter lambs, San Angelo; broilers: wholesale 12-city average; turkeys: wholesale NY 8-16 Ib. young hens. 5. Carcass weight for
red meats and certified ready-to-cook for poultry. 6. Beginning in 1989, veal trade is no longer reported separately.

Information contact: LaVerne Williams (202) 694-5190
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Table 11—U.S. Egg Supply & Use

Consumption Primary
Beg. Total Hatching Ending Per market
stocks  Production Imports supply Exports use stocks Total capita price*
Million doz. No. Cts./doz.
1991 11.6 5.800.6 2.3 5,814.5 154.5 708.6 13.0 4,938.5 234.6 77.5
1992 13.0 5,905.0 4.3 5,922.3 157.0 732.0 135 5,019.8 235.9 65.4
1993 13.5 6,005.8 4.7 6,023.9 158.9 769.6 10.7 5.084.6 236.4 72.5
1994 10.7 6,177.6 3.7 6,192.0 187.6 805.4 14.9 5,184.1 238.7 67.3
1995 14.9 6,215.6 4.1 6.234.6 208.9 847.2 11.2 5,167.3 235.7 72.9
1996 11.2 6,371.3 5.4 6,387.9 253.1 864.7 8.5 5.261.5 237.8 88.2
1997 P 8.5 6.459.6 6.5 6.474.6 224.6 891.8 7.3 5.351.0 239.6 81.2
1998 E 7.3 6.625.0 4.0 6.636.3 235.0 930.0 10.0 5.461.3 242.3 76.5
F = Forecast. P = Preliminary. * Cartoned grade A large eggs, New York.
Information contact: LaVerne Williams (202) 694-5190.
Table 12—U.S. Milk Supply & Use!
Commercial Total Commercial CCC net removals
Farm commer- CCC Disap- Skim Total
Farm market- Beg. cial netre- Ending pear- All milk solids solids
Production use ings stocks  Imports supply movals stocks ance price’ basis basis’
Million doz. $/ewt Billion Ibs.
1990 147.7 2.0 145.7 4.1 2.7 152.5 9.0 5.1 138.3 13.7 1.6 4.6
1991 147.7 2.0 145.7 5.1 2.6 153.4 10.4 4.5 138.6 12.2 3.9 6.5
1992 150.9 1.9 149.0 4.5 25 155.9 9.9 4.7 141.3 13.1 2.0 5.2
1993 150.6 1.8 148.8 4.7 2.8 156.2 6.7 4.6 145.0 12.8 3.9 5.0
1994 153.7 1.7 152.0 4.6 2.9 159.4 4.8 4.3 150.3 13.0 3.7 4.2
1995 155.4 1.6 153.9 4.3 2.9 161.1 2.1 4.1 154.9 12.7 4.4 35
1996 154.8 15 153.3 4.1 2.9 160.4 0.1 4.7 155.6 14.7 0.8 0.5
1997 F 156.6 14 155.2 4.7 2.7 162.6 1.3 4.8 156.5 13.4 3.6 2.7
1998 E 157.1 13 155.8 4.8 3.3 163.9 0.6 4.8 158.5 13.7 2.3 1.6
F = Forecast. 1. Delivered to plants and dealers; does not reflect deductions. 2. Arbitrarily weighted average of milkfat basis (40 percent) and skim

solids basis (60 percent).
Information contact: Jim Miller (202) 694-5184.

Table 13—Poultry & Eggs

Annual 1996 1997
1995 1996 1997 Dec]| Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Broilers
Federally inspected slaughter
certified (mil. Ib.) 25,020.8 25,020.8 25,020.8 2,099.8 2,303.0 2,276.8 2,281.1 2,496.8 2,009.8 2,252.9
Wholesale price,
12-city (cents/Ib.) 56.2 61.2 58.8 63.5 63.0 63.2 59.9 55.4 54.6 52.2
Price of grower feed ($/ton)* 135.1 175.5 157.8 154.0 157.0 154.0 145.0 143.0 149.0 146.0
Broiler-feed price ratio® 5.1 4.4 4.7 5.4 5.1 5.2 5.3 4.9 4.6 4.4
Stocks beginning of period (mil. Ib.) 458.4 560.1 641.3 566.6 703.3 655.8 559.0 547.3 579.3 604.0
Broiler-type chicks hatched (mil.)® 7,932.4 8,076.9 8,306.5 695.0 709.1 709.3 683.2 683.1 648.1 711.6
Turkeys
Federally inspected slaughter
certified (mil. Ib.) 5,128.8 5,465.6 5,473.6 410.9 491.8 456.3 462.6 513.7 453.5 456.1
Wholesale price, Eastern U.S.
8-16 Ib. young hens (cents/Ib.) 66.4 66.5 64.9 70.0 68.6 68.1 67.9 67.3 70.1 62.2
Price of turkey grower feed ($/ton)* 130.1 166.1 1425 142.0 137.0 138.0 135.0 132.0 134.0 133.0
Turkey-feed price ratio® 6.3 5.3 5.6 6.1 6.0 5.9 6.1 6.1 6.3 5.8
Stocks beginning of period (mil. Ib.) 254.4 271.3 328.0 347.8 667.7 713.8 742.0 7715 736.6 438.6
Poults placed in U.S. (mil.)? 321.7 327.2 3215 27.1 30.1 26.3 23.9 24.6 23.3 25.7
Eggs
Farm production (mil.) 74,587.0 76,456.0 77,515.0 6,698.0 6,443.0 6,483.0 6,350.0 6,646.0 6,549.0 6,812.0
Average number of layers (mil.) 294.0 298.0 303.0 305.0 299.0 300.0 303.0 306.0 309.0 311.0
Rate of lay (eggs per layer
on farms) 253.8 256.2 255.2 22.0 21.6 21.6 21.0 21.7 21.2 21.9
Cartoned price, New York, grade A
large (cents/doz.)* 72.9 88.2 81.2 100.9 81.9 74.7 82.4 77.0 97.4 90.3
Price of laying feed ($/ton)"* 149.7 184.4 159.8 162.0 160.0 163.0 150.0 151.0 141.0 143.0
Egg-feed price ratio® 8.6 8.5 8.8 10.8 8.2 7.8 9.3 8.7 11.4 11.0
Stocks, first of month
Frozen (mil. doz.) 14.8 10.5 7.7 7.9 6.5 7.0 8.4 8.3 8.3 7.8
Replacement chicks hatched (mil.) 397.0 407.0 422.0 33.0 34.0 32.9 35.8 35.2 27.8 35.6

1. Calculated from price ratios that were revised February 1995. 2. Pounds of feed equal in value to 1 dozen eggs or 1 Ib. of broiler or turkey liveweight
(revised February 1995). 3. Placement of broiler chicks is currently reported for 15 States only; henceforth, hatch of broiler-type chicks will be used as
a substitute. 4. Price of cartoned eggs to volume buyers for delivery to retailers.

Information contact: Laverne Williams (202) 694-5190.
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Table 14—Dairy

Annual 1996 1997
1995 1996 1997] Dec| Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Milk prices, Minnesota-Wisconsin,
3.5% fat ($/cwt)* 11.83 13.39 12.05 11.34 10.86 12.07 12.79 12.83 12.96 13.29
Wholesale prices
Butter, grade A Chi. (cents/Ib.) 75.6 100.3 107.1 71.9 102.7 102.5 101.6 135.3 148.8 120.1
Am. cheese, Wis.
assembly pt. (cents/Ib.) 132.8 149.1 132.4 126.0 123.3 137.6 141.4 142.4 143.8 146.1
Nonfat dry milk (cents/Ib.)? 108.6 122.2 110.0 120.6 107.7 107.2 107.1 106.9 107.1 107.4
USDA net removals®
Total milk equiv. (mil. Ib.)* 2,106.1 86.9 1,277.6 10.1 133.8 122.4 129.4 141.2 183.0 183.4
Butter (mil. Ib.) 78.5 0.1 47.0 0.1 51 4.6 5.1 5.3 7.1 7.1
Am. cheese (mil. Ib.) 6.1 4.6 11.3 0.4 1.6 0.6 0.4 1.2 0.8 0.5
Nonfat dry milk (Mil. Ib.) 343.8 57.2 297.2 5.7 23.2 35.1 34.7 24.9 31.9 32.2
Milk
Milk prod. 22 states (mil. Ib.) 131,780 131,909 133,861 11,046 11,437 11,213 10,671 10,977 10,591 11,118
Milk per cow (Ib.) 16,762 16,783 17,252 1,407 1,473 1,446 1,377 1,416 1,369 1,438
Number of milk cows (1,000) 7,862 7,860 7,759 7,853 7,765 7,757 7,752 7,750 7,737 7,732
U.S. milk production (mil. Ib.) 155,424 154,825 156,603 6/12,958 6/13,324 6/13,058 6/12,423 6/12,818 6/12,363 6/12,973
Stocks, beginning
Total (mil. Ib.) 5,760 4,168 4,714 4,694 6,799 6,889 6,393 5,817 5,074 4,712
Commercial (mil. Ib.) 4,263 4,099 4,704 4,684 6,779 6,858 6,361 5,799 5,059 4,694
Government (mil. Ib.) 1,497 69 10 9 21 31 32 19 16 19
Imports, total (mil. Ib.) 2,936 2,911 - 363 206 228 228 266 275 -
Commercial disappearance
(mil. Ib.) 154,835 155,556 - 13,165 13,200 13,544 12,971 13,565 12,707 -
Butter
Production (mil. Ib.) 1,264.5 1,1745 1,158.7 111.3 81.9 70.3 79.7 83.1 88.7 116.3
Stocks, beginning (mil. Ib.) 79.4 18.6 13.7 17.6 17.6 62.8 48.7 43.9 26.6 15.4
Commercial disappearance (mil. Ib.) 1,186.3 1,179.8 -- 115.5 73.7 79.8 79.4 95.0 92.9 -
American cheese
Production (mil. Ib.) 3,131.4 3,280.8 3,282.8 280.4 283.9 258.7 260.6 260.1 251.6 277.2
Stocks, beginning (mil. Ib.) 310.4 307.0 379.9 370.0 463.9 470.7 461.0 421.8 399.8 3854
Commercial disappearance (mil. Ib.) 3,148.5 3,230.1 - 273.6 277.8 270.9 299.8 282.4 245.4 -
Other cheese
Production (mil. Ib.) 3,785.5 3,936.7 4,068.6 343.5 331.4 342.3 345.1 359.5 350.6 352.0
Stocks, beginning (mil. Ib.) 126.8 105.3 107.3 110.5 140.4 135.9 122.8 109.6 90.2 68.3
Commercial disappearance (mil. Ib.) 4,125.6 4,243.0 - 385.1 358.9 379.3 383.5 408.5 401.3 -
Nonfat dry milk
Production (mil. Ib.) 1,233.0 1,061.8 1,207.6 101.5 112.0 90.8 77.3 72.5 74.6 101.7
Stocks, beginning (mil. Ib.) 131.2 85.0 71.4 49.6 173.4 163.8 161.8 141.9 124.9 116.8
Commercial disappearance (mil. Ib.) 923.7 1,009.0 - 74.2 101.7 60.5 65.6 71.0 59.2 -
Frozen dessert
Production (mil. gal.)5 1,229.6 1,240.9 1,230.9 775 127.1 112.8 99.8 97.0 78.4 78.7
Annual 1996 1997
1995 1996 1997 1 111 VA | P 1P 1P IV P
Milk production (mil. Ib.) 155,424 154,825 156,603 39,909 37,844 38,051 38,961 40,683 38,805 38,154
Milk per cow (Ib.) 16,433 16,466 16,916 4,241 4,028 4,057 4,192 4,384 4,195 4,145
No. of milk cows (1,000) 9,458 9,403 9,258 9,410 9,396 9,379 9,295 9,280 9,251 9,205
Milk-feed price ratio 1.63 1.60 1.54 1.51 1.64 1.67 1.53 1.48 1.47 1.70
Returns over concentrate
costs ($/cwt milk) 9.50 10.98 9.80 10.40 11.95 11.55 9.80 9.30 9.10 10.90
P = Preliminary. -- = Not available. 1. Manufacturing grade milk. 2. Prices paid f.0.b. Central States production area. 3. Includes products exported

through the Dairy Export Incentive Program (DEIP) . 4. Milk equivalent, fat basis. 5. Hard ice cream, ice milk, and hard sherbet. 6. Estimated.
Information contact: Laverne Williams (202) 694-5190.

Table 15—Wool
Annual 1996 1997
1995 1996 1997] Il I v | | Il I IV
U.S. wool price (cents/lb.)* 258 193 238 192 192 191 196 244 255 258
Imported wool price (cents/Ib.)? 249 196 206 197 192 191 196 210 213 204
U.S. mill consumption, scoured
Apparel wool (1,000 Ib.) 129,299 110,986 - 30,816 23,472 23,092 27,461 28,158 25,546 -

Carpet wool (1,000 Ib.) 12,667 12,311 - 2,660 3,393 3,111 3,417 3,324 3,367 --

-- = Not available. 1. Wool price delivered at U.S. mills, clean basis, Graded Territory 64's (20.60-22.04 microns) staple 2-3/4" and up. 2. Wool price,
Charleston, SC warehouse, clean basis, Australian 60/62's, type 64A (24 micron). Duty since 1982 has been 10.0 cents.
Information contact: Bob Skinner (202) 694-5313.
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Table 16—Meat Animals

Annual 1996 1997
1995 1996 1997 Dec]| Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Cattle on feed (7 states,
1000+ head capacity)

Number on feed (1,000 head) 8,031 8,667 8,943 8,685 7,679 8,770 7,850 8,558 9,390 9,003

Placed on feed (1,000 head) 20,034 19,564 20,765 1,446 1,751 2,429 2,278 2,454 1,826 1,423

Marketings (1,000 head) 18,753 18,636 19,552 1,412 1,852 2,033 1,528 1,545 1,429 1,415

Other disappearance (1,000 head) 674 652 701 52 42 45 42 77 69 68

Market prices ($/cwt)

Slaughter cattle
Choice steers, 1,100-1,300 Ib.

Texas 66.69 65.06 65.99 66.30 63.80 65.19 66.04 66.93 67.66 65.91
Neb. direct 66.26 65.05 66.32 67.46 64.77 65.96 66.22 67.08 67.21 65.53
Boning utility cows, Sioux Falls 35.58 30.33 34.27 25.74 37.75 35.44 32.41 31.71 32.20 34.50

Feeder steers
Medium no. 1, Oklahoma City
600-650 Ib. 70.49 61.31 81.34 66.04 89.43 85.00 88.02 79.55 80.62 83.28
750-800 Ib. 68.03 61.08 76.19 67.08 82.21 80.53 78.57 76.84 79.11 81.00

Slaughter hogs
Barrows and gilts, 230-250 Ib.

lowa, S. Minn. 42.35 53.39 51.36 54.83 58.75 54.90 49.99 46.62 44,54 39.85
6 markets 41.99 53.42 51.30 55.31 58.80 54.06 49.42 46.17 44.40 40.50

Slauahter sheep and lambs
Lambs, Choice, San Angelo 75.86 85.27 87.95 88.88 79.69 89.50 85.45 82.75 80.33 83.52
Ewes, Good, San Angelo 33.91 39.05 49.33 46.31 36.25 51.38 44.20 45.44 49.67 48.42

Feeder lambs
Choice, San Angelo 81.08 94.88 104.43 106.25 98.00 100.94 98.10 96.31 94.00 97.17

Wholesale meat prices, Midwest
Boxed beef cut-out value

Choice, 700-800 Ib. 106.09 102.01 102.75 106.55 102.43 104.49 102.58 102.86 103.74 100.43
Select, 700-800 Ib. 98.45 95.34 96.15 94.81 96.36 96.39 94.62 93.27 94.66 93.39
Canner and cutter cow beef 68.67 58.18 64.50 52.54 70.09 68.46 63.89 59.76 59.67 62.13
Pork cutout, No. 2 59.98 72.39 72.06 74.51 78.21 76.50 70.84 66.12 65.49 57.76
Pork loins, 14-18 Ib. 107.74 118.49 111.57 120.45 112.53 119.28 112.07 99.68 85.99 79.44
Pork bellies, 12-14 Ib. 43.04 69.97 73.58 70.07 86.70 85.43 72.25 57.97 54.50 47.52
Hams, skinned, 20-26 Ib. 55.95 68.48 63.38 65.90 68.48 64.25 62.70 59.89 65.64 55.66
All fresh beef retail price 259.42 252.44 253.72 256.25 251.09 254.59 254.34 254.02 253.35 254.19
Commercial slaughter (1,000 head)

Cattle 35639 36583 36351 2876 3183 3131 2971 3228 2770 2877
Steers 18274 17819 17554 1284 1593 1581 1438 1456 1263 1345
Heifers 10399 10756 11538 888 1012 966 962 1090 869 873
Cows 6281 7274 6563 654 515 520 524 630 585 609
Bull and stags 686 728 696 50 63 65 61 64 53 50

Calves 1430 1768 1574 153 134 127 136 141 122 145

Sheep and lambs 4560 4184 3911 349 306 300 323 335 314 349

Hogs 96326 92394 91566 7622 7309 7337 8020 8780 7748 8624
Barrows and gilts 91683 88224 88253 7319 6989 7030 7715 8115 7433 8289

Commercial production (mil. Ib.)

Beef 25117 25421 25401 1950 2257 2233 2127 2302 1934 2024

Veal 307 368 323 31 27 26 28 28 23 26

Lamb and mutton 284 265 257 22 20 19 21 22 20 24

Pork 17810 17084 17245 1429 1353 1351 1489 1653 1475 1641

Annual 1996 1997 1998
1995 1996 1997] 1T v | I I 1T v | I
Hogs and pigs (U.S.)°

Inventory (1,000 head)* 59,990 58,264 56,141 57,200 58,200 56,171 55,900 58,150 60,384 59,920
Breeding (1,000 head)* 7,060 6,839 6,667 6,870 6,770 6,655 6,800 6,950 6,943 6,979
Market (1,000 head) 52,930 51,425 49,474 50,330 51,430 49,516 49,100 51,200 53,441 52,941

Farrowings (1,000 head) 11,847 11,187 11,440 2,761 2,717 2,677 2,952 2,899 2,931 2,914

Pig crop (1,000 head) 98,516 94,956 98,972 23,667 23,159 22,990 25,460 25,220 25,302 -

Cattle on Feed, 7 states (1,000 head)*

Steers and Steer Calves 5,218 5,588 5410 4,177 4,656 5,410 5,417 4,615 5,147 5803

Heifers and Heifer Calves 2,785 3,005 3455 2,364 2,798 3,455 3,431 3,026 3,383 3615

Cows and Bulls 30 74 78 37 32 78 56 38 28 37

-- = Not available. 1. Beginning of period. 2. Classes estimated. 3. Quarters are Dec. of preceding year to Feb. (1), Mar.-May (Il), June-Aug. (ll1), and
Sept-Nov. (IV). 4. Beginning of period. The 7 states include AZ, CA, CO, IA, KS, NE, and TX. *Intentions
Information contact: Leland Southard (202) 501-8553
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Crops & Products

Table 17—Supply & Utilization':2

Area Feed Other
Set Total & domestic Total Ending Farm
aside’ Planted Harvested Yield Production Supply®  residual use  Exports Use stocks price’
Mil. acres Bu./acre Mil. bu. $/bu.
Wheat
1992/93 7.3 72.2 62.8 39.3 2467 3012 194 934 1354 2481 531 3.24
1993/94 5.7 72.2 62.7 38.2 2396 3036 272 968 1228 2467 568 3.26
1994/95 5.2 70.3 61.8 37.6 2321 2981 344 942 1188 2475 507 3.45
1995/96* 6.1 69.1 60.9 35.8 2183 2757 153 987 1241 2381 376 4.55
1996/97* - 75.6 62.9 36.3 2285 2753 314 995 1001 2310 444 4.30
1997/98* - 71.0 63.6 39.7 2527 3060 300 1006 1075 2381 679 3.40-3.50
Mil. acres Ib./acre Mil. cwt (rough equiv) $/ewt
Rice’
1992/93 0.4 3.2 3.1 5,736.2 179.7 213.2 - 6/ 96.7 77.0 173.7 39.4 5.9
1993/94 0.7 29 2.8 5,510.4 156.1 202.5 - 6/ 101.4 75.3 176.7 25.8 8.0
1994/95 0.3 3.4 3.3 5,964.4 197.8 230.9 - 6/ 100.7 98.9 199.6 31.3 6.8
1995/96* 0.5 3.1 3.1 5,621.4 173.9 212.6 - 6/ 104.6 83.0 187.6 25.0 9.2
1996/97* - 2.8 2.8 6,120.8 171.3 206.3 - 6/ 102.8 76.4 179.2 27.1 9.9
1997/98* - 3.1 3.0 5,896.4 178.9 215.0 - 6/ 107.9 79.0 186.9 28.1 9.25-10.25
Mil. acres Bu./acre Mil. bu. $/bu.
Corn
1992/93 5.3 79.3 72.1 131.5 9477 10584 5252 1556 1663 8471 2113 2.1
1993/94 10.9 73.2 62.9 100.7 6336 8470 4683 1609 1328 7620 850 2.5
1994/95 2.4 79.2 72.9 138.6 10103 10962 5523 1704 2177 9405 1558 2.3
1995/96* 7.7 71.2 65.0 113.5 7374 8948 4682 1612 2228 8522 426 3.2
1996/97* - 79.5 73.1 127.1 9293 9733 5362 1692 1795 8849 883 2.7
1997/98* - 80.2 73.7 127.0 9366 10259 5850 1815 1750 9415 844 2.45-2.75
Mil. acres Bu./acre Mil bu. $/bu.
Sorghum
1992/93 2.0 13.2 12.1 72.6 875 928 471 5 277 753 175 1.9
1993/94 2.3 9.9 8.9 59.9 534 709 456 4 202 662 48 2.3
1994/95 1.6 9.8 8.9 72.8 649 697 400 3 223 625 72 21
1995/96* 1.7 9.5 8.3 55.6 460 532 305 11 198 514 18 3.2
1996/97* - 13.2 11.9 67.5 803 821 529 40 205 774 47 2.3
1997/98* - 10.1 9.4 69.5 653 701 425 35 195 655 46 2.10-2.40
Mil. acres Bu./acre Mil. bu. $/bu.
Barley
1992/93 2.3 7.8 7.3 62.5 455 595 191 173 80 444 151 2.0
1993/94 25 7.8 6.8 58.9 398 621 244 172 66 482 139 2.0
1994/95 2.7 7.2 6.7 56.2 375 580 228 173 66 467 113 2.0
1995/96* 2.9 6.7 6.3 57.3 360 513 179 172 62 413 100 2.9
1996/97* - 71 6.8 58.5 396 532 220 172 31 423 109 2.7
1997/98* - 6.9 6.4 58.3 374 519 160 172 90 422 97 2.35-2.45
Mil. acres Bu./acre Mil. bu. $/bu.
Oats
1992/93 0.7 7.9 4.5 65.4 294 477 263 95 6 364 113 1.3
1993/94 0.8 7.9 3.8 54.4 207 427 225 93 3 321 106 1.4
1994/95 0.6 6.6 4.0 57.1 229 428 234 92 1 327 101 1.2
1995/96* 0.8 6.3 3.0 54.7 162 343 183 92 2 277 66 1.7
1996/97* - 4.7 2.7 57.8 155 319 155 95 3 252 67 2.0
1997/98* - 5.2 29 60.5 176 343 175 95 2 272 71 1.55-1.65
Mil. acres Bu./acre Mil. bu. $/bu.
Sovbeans’
1992/93 - 59.2 58.2 37.6 2190 2471 7/ 130 1279 770 2179 292 5.6
1993/94 - 60.1 57.3 32.6 1871 2170 71 96 1276 589 1961 209 6.4
1994/95 - 61.7 60.9 41.4 2517 2731 7/ 153 1405 838 2396 335 55
1995/96* -- 62.6 61.6 35.3 2177 2516 71 112 1370 851 2333 183 6.7
1996/97* - 64.2 63.4 37.6 2382 2575 71 126 1436 882 2443 131 7.4
1997/98* -- 70.9 69.9 39.0 2727 2863 7/ 138 1500 975 2613 250 6.10-6.90
Mil. Ibs. Cents/Ib.
Soybean Oil
1992/93 - - - - 13778 16028 - 13054 1419 14473 1555 21.4
1993/94 - - - - 13951 15574 - 12941 1529 14471 1103 27.1
1994/95 - - - - 15613 16733 - 12916 2680 15597 1137 27.6
1995/96* - - - - 15240 16472 - 13465 992 14457 2015 24.8
1996/97* - - - - 15743 17811 - 14247 2045 16291 1520 225
1997/98* - - - - 16725 18305 - 14350 2400 16750 1555 24.00-27.00
1,000 tons $/ton’®
Soybean meal
1992/93 - - - - 30364 30687 - 24251 6232 30483 204 193.8
1993/94 - - - - 30514 30788 - 25283 5356 30639 150 192.9
1994/95 - - - - 33270 33483 - 26542 6717 33260 223 162.6
1995/96* - - - - 32527 32826 - 26611 6002 32613 212 236.0
1996/97* - - - - 34209 34523 - 27322 6994 34316 207 270.9
1997/98* - - - - 35443 35775 - 28250 7300 35550 225 195-220

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table 17—Supply & Utilization (continued)

Area Feed Other

Set Total & domestic Total Ending Farm
aside’ Planted Harvested Yield Production Supply‘ residual use Exports Use stocks pri095
Mil. acres Lb./acre Mil. bales Cents/Ib.

Cotton’
1992/93 1.7 13.2 11.1 700.0 16.2 19.9 - 10.3 5.2 15.5 4.7 53.7
1993/94 1.4 13.4 12.8 606.0 16.1 20.8 - 10.4 6.9 17.3 35 58.1
1994/95 1.7 13.7 13.3 708.0 19.7 23.2 - 11.2 9.4 20.6 2.7 72.0
1995/96* 0.3 16.9 16.0 536.0 17.9 21.0 - 10.7 7.7 18.3 2.6 10/ 75.40
1996/97* - 14.6 12.9 707.0 18.9 22.0 - 11.1 6.9 18.1 4.0 11/ 69.30
1997/98* -- 13.8 13.3 686.0 19.0 23.0 - 11.4 7.3 18.7 4.3 --

-- = Not available or not applicable. *March 17, 1998 Supply and Demand Estimates. 1. Marketing year beginning Junel for wheat, barley, and oats,
August 1 for cotton and rice, September 1 for soybeans, corn, and sorghum, October 1 for soymeal and soyoil. 2. Conversion factors: Hectare (ha.) = 2.471
acres, 1 metric ton = 2.204.622 pounds, 36.7437 bushels of wheat or soybeans, 39.3679 bushels of corn or sorghum, 45.9296 bushels of barley, 68.8944
bushes of oats, 22.046 cwt of rice, and 4.59 480-pound bales of cotton. 3. Includes diversion, acreage reduction, 50-92, & 0-92 programs. 0/92 & 50/92
set-aside includes idled acreage and acreage planted to minor oilseeds, sesame, and crambe. 4. Includes imports. 5. Marketing-year weighted average
price received by farmers. Does not include an allowance for loans outstanding and Government purchases. 6. Residual included in domestic use. 7. Includes
seed. 8. Simple average of 48 percent, Decatur. 9. Upland and extra-long staple. Stocks estimates based on Census Bureau data, resulting in an
unaccounted difference between supply and use estimates and changes in ending stocks. 10. Weighted average for August through July. 11. Weighted
average for August through March.

Information contacts: Wheat, rice and feed grains, Jenny Gonzales (202) 694-5296; soybeans, soybean products and cotton, Mae Dean Johnson
(202)594-5299.

Table 18—Cash Prices, Selected U.S. Commodities

Marketing vear" 1996 1997
1994/95  1995/96  1996/97] Nov| Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov
Wheat, no. 1 HRW,

Kansas City ($/bu.)’ 3.97 5.49 4.88 4.87 4.08 3.57 3.84 3.86 3.88 3.87
Wheat, DNS,

Minneapolis ($/bu.)* 4.26 5.72 4.97 4.64 4.44 4.36 4.49 4.36 4.35 4.42
Rice, S.W. La. ($/cwt)* 14.55 18.90 20.34 19.75 20.7 20.50 20.06 19.40 18.94 19.25
Corn, no. 2 yellow, 30 day,

Chicago ($/bu.) 243 3.97 2.84 2.73 2.72 2.57 2.69 2.66 2.76 2.77
Sorghum, no. 2 yellow,

Kansas City ($/cwt) 4.10 6.66 4.54 431 4.48 4.18 4.28 4.13 4.36 4.30
Barley, feed,

Duluth ($/bu.) 2.02 2.67 2.32 1.90 231 2.04 2.10 2.29 2.05 1.98
Barley, malting

Minneapolis ($/bu.) 2.75 3.69 3.18 - 2.62 1.74 2.66 2.74 2.74 -
U.S. cotton price, SLM,

1-1/16 in. (cents /Ib.)’ 88.10 83.00 71.60 70.10 71 71.80 71.60 70.80 69.50 68.90
Northern Europe prices

cotton index (cents/Ib.)° 92.70 85.60 78.70 76.20 80.8 81.50 81.10 79.50 77.60 77.10
U.S. M 1-3/32 in. (cents/Ib.)’ 99.70 94.70 82.90 81.80 82.5 83.70 83.90 82.50 80.50 79.80
Soybeans, no. 1 yellow, 30 day

Chicago ($/bu) 5.48 6.72 7.38 6.96 8.37 7.62 7.45 6.49 6.75 7.18
Soybean oil, crude,

Decatur (cents/Ib.) 27.60 24.75 22.50 21.81 22.97 21.89 22.06 22.88 2431 25.73
Soybean meal, 48% protein,

Decatur ($/ton) 162.55 236.00 270.90 251.50 287.90 273.60 273.30 278.30 229.30 245.30

-- = no quotes. 1. Beginning June 1 for wheat and barley; Aug. 1 for rice and cotton; Sept. 1 for corn, sorghum, and soybeans; Oct. 1 for soymeal and oil.

2. Ordinary protein. 3. 14% protein. 4. Long grain, milled basis. 5. Average spot market. 6. Liverpool Cotlook "A" Index; average of five lowest prices of 13
selected growths. 7. Cotton, Memphis territory growths.

Information contact: Wheat, rice, and feed, Jenny Gonzales (202) 694-5296; soybeans, soybean products, and cotton, Mae Dean Johnson (202) 694-5299
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Table 19—Farm Programs, Price Supports, Participation, & Payment Rates

Payment rates

Economic Research Service/USDA

a7

Findley or Flexibility
Basic announced Effective contract Acres Contract Partici-
Target loan loan Total base payment under payment pation
price rate rate* deficiency acres’ Program® rate contract yields rate’
Percent
$/bu Mil. acre: of base $/bu. Mil. acre Bu/cwt percent
Wheat
1993/94 4.00 2.86 2.45 1.03 78.50 0/0/0 - - - 88
1994/95 4.00 2.72 2.58 0.61 78.10 0/0/0 - - - 87
1995/96 4.00 2.69 2.58 0.00 77.70 0/0/0 - - - 85
1996/97 - - 2.58 - - - 0.874 76.4 34.70 99
1997/98° - - 2.58 - - - 0.610 76.1 34.60 99
$lewt $lewt
Rice
1993/94 10.71 6.50 5/ 5.53 3.98 4.10 5/0/0 - - - 97
1994/95 10.71 6.50 5/ 5.88 3.79 4.20 0/0/0 - - - 95
1995/96 10.71 6.50 5/ 6.50 *3.22 4.20 5/0/0 - - - 95
1996/97 - 6.50 - - - - 2.766 4.1 48.15 99
1997/98° - 6.50 - - - - 2.740 4.1 48.09 99
$/bu. $/bu.
Corn
1993/94 2.75 1.99 1.72 0.28 81.80 10/0/0 - - - 76
1994/95 2.75 1.99 1.89 0.57 81.50 0/0/0 - - - 81
1995/96 2.75 1.94 1.89 0.00 81.80 7.5/0/0 - - - 82
1996/97 - - 1.89 - - - 0.251 80.5 102.90 98
1997/98° - - 1.89 - - - 0.460 80.4 102.80 98
$/bu. $/bu.
Sorghum
1993/94 2.61 1.89 1.63 0.25 13.50 5/0/0 - - - 82
1994/95 2.61 1.89 1.80 0.59 13.50 0/0/0 - - - 81
1995/96 2.61 1.84 1.80 0.00 13.30 0/0/0 - - - 77
1996/97 - - 1.81 - - - 0.323 13.0 57.30 99
1997/98° - - 1.76 - - - 0.500 13.0 57.30 99
$/bu. $/bu.
Barley
1993/94 2.36 1.62 1.40 0.67 10.80 0/0/0 - - - 83
1994/95 2.36 1.62 1.54 0.52 10.70 0/0/0 - - - 84
1995/96 2.36 1.58 1.54 0.00 10.70 0/0/0 - - - 82
1996/97 - - 1.55 - - - 0.332 10.5 47.30 99
1997/98° - - 157 - - - 0.250 10.5 47.20 99
$/bu. $/bu.
Oats
1993/94 1.45 1.02 0.88 0.11 7.10 0/0/0 - - - 46
1994/95 1.45 1.02 0.97 0.19 6.80 0/0/0 - - - 40
1995/96 1.45 1.00 0.97 0.00 6.50 0/0/0 - - - 44
1996/97 - - 1.03 - - - 0.033 6.2 50.80 97
1997/98° - - 1.11 - - - 0.030 6.2 50.80 97
$/bu. $/bu.
Soybeans®
1993/94 - - 5.02 - - - - - - -
1994/95 - - 4.92 - - - - - - -
1995/96 - - 4.92 - - - - - - -
1996/97 - - 4.97 - - - - - - -
1997/98 - - 5.26 - - - - - - -
Cents/Ib. Centsl/lb.
Upland cotton
1993/94 72.90 52.35 7/ 47.50 18.60 15.10 7.5/0/0 - - - 91
1994/95 72.90 50.00 7/ 50.00 4.60 15.30 11/0/0 - - - 89
1995/96 72.90 51.92 7/ 51.92 *0.0 15.50 0/0/0 - - - 79
1996/97 - 51.92 - - - - 8.882 16.0 606.00 99
1997/98° - 51.92 - - - -- 7.400 16.2 609.00 99

-- = not available. 1. There are no Findley loan rates for rice or cotton. See footnotes 5 and 7. 2. Prior to 1996, national effective crop acreage base as determined
by FSA. Net of CRP. 3. Program requirements for participating producers (mandatory acreage reduction program/mandatory paid land diversion/optional
paid land diversion). Acres idled must be devoted to a conserving use to receive program benefits. 4. Percentage of effective base enrolled in acreage
reduction programs. Stating in 1996, participation rate is the percent of eligible acres that entered production flexibility contracts. 5. A marketing loan has
been in effect for rice since 1985/86. Loans may be repaid at the lower of: a) the loan rate or b) the adjusted world market price (announced weekly).
Loans cannot be repaid at less than a specified fraction of the loan rate. Data refer to marketing-year average loan repayment rates Beginning with the 1996 crop,
loans are repaid at the lower of the loan rate plus accumulated interest or the adjusted world price. 6. There are no target prices, base acres, acreage reduction

programs or deficiency payment rates for soybeans. 7. A marketing loan has been in effect for cotton since 986/87. In 1987/88 and after, loans may be repaid

at the lower of: a) the loan rate or b) the adjusted world market price (announced weekly; Plan B). Starting in 1991/92, loans cannot be repaid at less than

70 percent of the loan rate. Data refer to annual average loan repayment rates. Beginning with the 1996 crop, loans are repaid at the lower of the loan rate
rate plus accumulated interest or the adjusted world price. 8. Estimated payment rates and acres under contract. * Guaranteed payment rates for producers

in the 50/85/92 program were $0.034/Ib. for upland cotton and $4.21/cwt. for rice. Note: The 1996 Act replaced target prices and deficiency payments
with fixed annual payments to producers. Information contact: Brenda Chewning, Farm Service Agency, (202)720-8838.
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Table 20—Fruit

Agricultural Outlook/March 1998

1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997
Citrus®
Production (1,000 tons) 12,761 13,186 10,860 11,285 12,452 15,274 14,561 15,799 16,009 17,468
Per capita consumpt. (Ib.Y 25.4 23.6 21.4 19.1 24.4 26.0 25.0 24.1 24.9 27.6
Nongitrus®
Production (1,000 tons) 15.911 16.345 15.640 15.740 17.124 16.563 17.341 16.353 16.054 -
Per capita consumpt. (Ib.)* 71.7 72.3 70.7 70.6 745 731 75.6 73.9 73.7 735
1997 1998
Jan May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec| Jan
Grower prices

Apples (cents/pound)’ 23.2 14.8 14.6 14.1 19.0 24.7 25.3 22.9 23.7 22.3

Pears (Cents/pound)4 26.8 25.1 29.2 15.5 16.5 18.0 16.7 16.5 14.4 12.7

Oranges ($/box)’ 3.72 4.76 4.62 5.08 6.93 6.95 3.69 2.15 2.53 2.58

Grapefruit ($/box)° 2.07 -0.14 1.82 6.92 5.78 4.18 4.15 2.49 2.57 1.79

Stocks, ending

Fresh apples (mil. Ib.) 3868 1253 736 296 85 2968 5701 5171 4423 -

Fresh pears (mil. Ib.) 153 34 10 65 117 616 585 446 337 -

Frozen fruits (mil. Ib.) 982 726 776 939 1029 1053 1440 1356 1239 -

Frozen conc.orange juice

(mil. single-strength gallons) 621 888 807 719 641 528 466 496 634 -

-- = Not available. 1. Year shown is when harvest concluded. 2. Fresh per capita consumption. 3. Calendar year. 4. Fresh use. 5. U.S.
equivalent on-tree returns.
Information contact: Susan Pollack (202) 694-5257.
Table 21—Vegetables
1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997
Production®

Total vegetables (1,000 cwt) 467,914 543,435 562,938 565,754 677,976 675,793 762,934 742,595 759,347 752,266
Fresh (1,000 cwt) ** 228,191 240,289 240,519 230,689 378,503 374,500 393,377 387,972 406,130 425,670
Processed (tons) ** 11,986,160 15,157,290 16,120,960 16,753,270 14,973,630 15,064,660 18,477,850 17,731,160 17,660,860 16,329,800

Mushrooms (1,000 cwt)® 667,759 714,992 749,151 746,832 776,357 750,799 782,340 777,870 776,677 -

Potatoes (1,000 cwt) 356,438 370,444 402,110 417,622 425,367 428,693 467,054 443,606 498,633 459,912

Sweetpotatoes (1,000 cwt) 10,945 11,358 12,594 11,203 12,005 11,053 13,395 12,906 13,456 13,025
Dry edible beans (1,000 cwt) 19,253 23,729 32,379 33,765 22,615 21,913 29,028 30,812 27,960 29,156
1996 1997
Dec| Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Shipments (1,000 cwt)

Fresh 19,098 30,888 26,709 26,423 25,006 16,857 14,732 19,060 18,525 16,843
Iceberg lettuce 3,543 4,123 3,520 3,159 3,722 3,225 3,195 3,417 3,144 2,584
Tomatoes, all 3,329 4,965 2,980 3,565 3,747 2,648 2,356 3,367 2,737 3,196
Dry-bulb onions 3,185 4,020 3,000 2,623 3,559 3,162 3,437 4,172 3,270 2,997
Others ° 9,041 17,780 17,209 17,076 13,978 7,822 5,744 8,104 9,374 8,066

Potatoes, all 13,428 23,489 17,139 11,472 10,661 8,352 9,589 13,328 12,180 11,925
Sweetpotatoes 304 211 173 121 168 127 152 375 636 172

1. Calendar year except mushrooms. 2. Includes fresh production of asparagus, broccoli, carrots, cauliflower, celery, sweet corn, lettuce, honeydews, onions, & tomatoes
through 1991. 3. Includes processing production of snap beans, sweet corn, green peas, tomatoes, cucumbers (for pickles), asparagus, broccoli, carrots, & cauliflower.
4. Data after 1991 not comparable to previous years because commodity estimates reinstated in 1992 are included. 5. Fresh & processing agaricus mushrooms only.
Excludes specialty varieties. Crop year July 1- June 30. 6. Includes snap beans, broccoli, cabbage, cauliflower, celery, sweet corn, cucumbers, eggplant, bell peppers,

honeydews, & watermelons. -- = not available.
Information contacts: Gary Lucier (202) 694-5253.

Table 22—Other Commodities

Annual 1996 1997
1994 1995 1996] | 1 111 1V | | 11 111
Sugar
Production* 7,681 7,670 7,268 2,129 694 570 3,874 2,075 679 576
Deliveries 9,321 9,451 9,633 2,215 2,390 2,557 2,471 2,215 2,436 2,643
Stocks, ending’ 3,139 2,904 3,195 3,285 2,285 1,492 3,195 3,901 2,734 1,485
Coffee
Composite green price
N.Y. (cents/Ib.) 138.62 142.18 104.74 107.55 109.46 103.13 98.82 134.80 172.99 143.29
Imports, green bean
equiv. (mil. Ibs.)? 2,048 2,182 2,494 714 571 570 639 - - -
Annual 1996 1997
1994 1995 1996| Jul| Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul
Tobacco
Avg. price to grower®
Flue-cured ($/Ib.) 169.8 179.0 183.4 -- -- -- - - -- --
Burley ($/Ib.) 181.4 185.4 192.2 192.0 192.5 190.0 -- - -- --
Domestic consumption”
Cigarettes (bil.) 488.6 487.3 486.0 37.2 37.7 30.4 39.1 37.8 42.3 43.2
Large cigars (mil.) 2,290.8 2,561.6 3,166.4 255.4 235.5 232.8 333.3 276.3 298.4 311.5

-- = Not available. 1. 1,000 short tons, raw value. Quarterly data shown at end of each quarter. 2. Net imports of green and processed coffee. 3. Crop year

July-June for flue cured, Oct.-Sept. for burley. 4. Taxable removals. Information contact: Sugar, Ron Lord (202) 694-1269, tobacco, Tom Capehart (202) 694-5245
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World Agriculture

Table 23—World Supply & Utilization of Major Crops, Livestock & Products

1988/89 1989/90 1990/91 1991/92 1992/93 1993/94 1994/95 1995/96 1996/97 1997/98 F
Million units

Wheat
Area (hectares) 217.4 225.8 231.4 2225 223.2 222.4 215.2 219.4 230.7 229.2
Production (metric tons) 495.0 533.2 588.0 543.0 562.3 559.3 524.6 537.5 582.6 609.4
Exports (metric tons)* 104.3 103.7 100.7 110.8 112.2 100.2 98.2 95.5 97.7 98.2
Consumption (metric tons)® 524.3 532.7 561.5 555.9 550.3 562.4 547.7 550.5 578.2 585.7
Ending stocks (metric tons)® 118.4 118.9 145.4 1325 144.6 141.5 118.4 105.4 109.8 133.4
Coarse grains
Area (hectares) 323.9 321.4 315.7 321.8 323.8 317.7 3234 3134 3224 317.0
Production (metric tons) 722.0 792.4 827.5 810.3 871.7 799.4 873.7 801.8 907.2 892.9
Exports (metric tons)* 98.0 104.5 89.5 96.0 91.8 85.7 97.1 87.9 93.2 90.0
Consumption (metric tons)® 787.2 816.6 815.1 810.0 843.7 838.7 861.3 842.6 884.3 906.1
Ending stocks (metric tons)® 147.2 123.1 135.4 135.2 163.1 123.8 136.2 95.4 118.3 105.1
Rice, milled
Area (hectares) 146.0 146.5 146.7 147.3 146.7 145.5 147.9 148.0 148.7 148.0
Production (metric tons) 489.7 507.7 520.5 354.7 355.7 355.5 364.5 371.2 378.4 381.9
Exports (metric tons)* 3315 343.8 352.2 14.1 14.9 16.5 21.0 19.5 18.8 20.1
Consumption (metric tons)® 13.9 11.7 121 356.3 357.8 359.0 367.1 370.0 375.3 379.3
Ending stocks (metric tons)® 327.6 338.8 347.7 57.2 55.0 51.6 49.0 50.2 53.3 55.8
48.7 54.0 58.5
Total grains
Area (hectares) 687.3 693.7 693.8 691.6 693.7 685.6 686.5 680.9 701.8 694.2
Production (metric tons) 1,548.5 1,669.4 1,767.7 1,708.0 1,789.7 1,714.2 1,762.8 1,710.5 1,868.2 1,884.2
Exports (metric tons)* 216.2 219.9 202.3 220.9 218.9 202.4 216.3 202.9 209.7 208.3
Consumption (metric tons) 1,639.1 1,687.9 1,724.3 1,722.2 1,751.8 1,760.1 1,776.1 1,763.1 1,837.8 1,871.1
Ending stocks (metric tons)® 314.3 296.0 339.3 324.9 362.7 316.9 303.6 251.0 281.4 294.3
Oilseeds
Crush (metric tons) 164.5 171.7 176.7 185.1 184.4 190.1 208.0 217.6 218.3 227.6
Production (metric tons) 201.6 212.4 215.7 224.3 227.5 229.2 262.6 259.9 260.8 283.6
Exports (metric tons) 315 35.6 33.4 37.6 38.2 38.7 44.1 44.6 48.2 50.9
Ending stocks (metric tons) 221 23.7 234 219 23.6 20.3 27.2 22.1 16.6 23.0
Meals
Production (metric tons) 111.1 116.8 119.3 125.2 125.2 131.7 141.9 147.2 148.8 155.6
Exports (metric tons) 37.4 39.8 40.7 42.2 40.8 44.9 46.7 49.8 50.1 52.1
Oils
Production (metric tons) 53.3 57.1 58.1 60.6 61.1 63.7 69.6 73.2 74.7 76.9
Exports (metric tons) 18.1 20.4 20.5 21.3 21.3 24.3 27.1 25.8 27.6 28.3
Cotton
Area (hectares) 33.8 31.6 33.2 34.8 32.6 30.7 32.2 35.9 33.9 33.7
Production (bales) 84.4 79.7 87.0 95.7 82.5 76.7 85.6 93.0 89.2 91.0
Exports (bales) 33.4 313 29.8 28.2 25.6 26.7 28.4 27.9 26.5 26.3
Consumption (bales) 85.2 86.9 85.6 86.0 85.8 85.5 85.6 87.0 88.6 89.3
Ending stocks (bales) 30.8 24.8 26.9 37.0 34.4 26.3 28.3 33.8 36.4 38.3
1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 F
Red meat"
Production (metric tons) 112.3 116.9 117.7 117.3 118.2 123.3 128.8 135.1 136.2
Consumption (metric tons) 1109 114.8 116.1 115.7 117.2 122.3 127.4 132.4 134.4
Exports (metric tons)* 8.2 75 75 7.4 7.3 8.0 8.1 8.5 8.2
Poultry*
Production (metric tons) 33.1 37.6 39.6 38.0 40.5 43.9 47.7 50.5 53.8
Consumption (metric tons) 32.6 36.5 38.4 37.0 39.4 42.5 46.2 48.9 52.0
Exports (metric tons)* 1.7 2.4 2.8 2.4 2.8 3.7 4.6 5.3 5.9
Dairy
Milk production (metric tons)°® 387.4 395.0 377.6 378.4 380.8 379.8 381.3 379.8 381.3

F = Forecast. 1. Excludes intra-EU trade but includes intra-FSU trade. 2. Where stocks data are not available, consumption includes stock changes.

3. Stocks data are based on differing marketing years and do not represent levels at a given date. Data not available for all countries. 4. Calendar year data.
1990 data correspond with 1989/90, etc. 5. Data prior to 1989 no longer comparable.

Information contacts: Crops, Ed Allen (202) 694-5288; red meat and poultry, Shayle Shagam (202) 694-5186; dairy, LaVerne Williams (202) 694-5190.



50 Economic Research Service/USDA Agricultural Outlook/March 1998

U.S. Agricultural Trade

Table 24—Prices of Principal U.S. Agricultural Trade Products

Annual 1996 1997
1995 1996 1997 Dec]| Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Export Commodities
Wheat, f.0.b. vessel, Gulf ports ($/bu.) 4.82 5.63 4.35 4.79 3.81 4.13 4.08 4.16 4.09 3.95
Corn, f.0.b. vessel, Gulf ports ($/bu.) 3.13 4.17 2.98 2.97 2.67 2.84 2.89 3.05 2.99 2.90
Grain sorghum, f.0.b. vessel,
Gulf ports ($/bu.) 3.13 3.90 2.89 2.76 2.72 2.83 2.72 2.92 2.90 2.85
Soybeans, f.0.b. vessel, Gulf ports ($/bu.) 6.50 7.88 7.94 7.38 7.83 7.66 7.41 7.15 7.48 7.23
Soybean oil, Decatur (cents/Ib.) 26.75 23.75 23.33 21.61 21.89 22.07 22.88 2431 25.73 25.08
Soybean meal, Decatur ($/ton) 173.70 246.67 266.70 250.64 273.58 273.32 278.29 229.28 245.34 225.52
Cotton, 7-market avg. spot (cents/Ib.) 93.45 77.93 69.62 71.99 72.05 71.61 70.75 69.46 65.35 64.57
Tobacco, ag. price at auction (cents/Ib.) 178.79 183.20 182.74 192.51 158.47 159.97 175.49 178.48 184.46 192.05
Rice, f.0.b., mill, Houston ($/cwt) 16.68 19.64 20.88 19.75 21.38 21.13 20.55 19.75 19.75 19.75
Inedible tallow, Chicago (cents/Ib.) 19.22 20.13 20.75 21.63 19.65 20.10 20.88 22.13 22.88 22.60
Import commaodities
Coffee, N.Y. spot ($/Ib.) 145 1.29 2.05 1.30 2.09 2.13 212 1.67 1.60 1.76
Rubber, N.Y. spot (cents/Ib.) 82.52 72.88 55.40 66.14 51.98 52.45 51.89 51.35 48.14 40.61
Cocoa beans, N.Y. ($/Ib.) 0.61 0.62 0.69 0.63 0.72 0.71 0.77 0.76 0.73 0.76

Information contact: Mary Teymourian (202) 694-5284.

Table 25—Indexes of Real Trade-Weighted Dollar Exchange Rates!

Annual 1996 1997
1994 1995 1996] Dec] Jul P Aug P Sep P Oct P Nov P Dec P
1990=100

Total U.S. trade 102.9 105.7 110.0 102.9 112.8 116.0 114.1 112.8 112.0 114.4
Agricultural trade

U.S. markets 101.5 103.0 105.3 101.5 104.3 105.7 105.8 106.0 108.9 113.2

U.S. competitors 97.9 99.8 102.8 97.9 106.7 109.3 109.1 108.5 107.7 110.8
Wheat

U.S. markets 101.0 101.9 102.9 101.0 102.0 103.0 103.9 104.9 106.9 111.2

U.S. competitors 103.7 105.2 107.8 103.7 109.6 111.3 112.7 111.9 112.1 114.3
Soybeans

U.S. markets 98.7 101.1 104.6 98.7 104.7 106.4 105.5 105.4 107.6 111.7

U.S. competitors 64.5 64.4 64.4 64.5 65.0 65.3 65.5 65.8 65.9 66.2
Corn

U.S. markets 99.5 101.3 103.7 99.5 100.4 101.6 102.4 103.2 107.5 112.7

U.S. competitors 92.4 94.1 95.9 92.4 100.5 102.3 100.9 100.3 99.5 101.3
Cotton

U.S. markets 97.4 98.8 100.4 97.4 100.8 102.9 104.7 106.8 109.7 122.4

U.S. competitors 107.1 107.5 108.3 107.1 107.0 107.7 109.8 110.1 109.8 109.8

1. Real indexes adjust nominal exchange rates to avoid the distortion caused by different levels of inflation among countries. A higher value means the dollar
has appreciated. "Total U.S. trade" Index uses the Federal Reserve Board Index of trade-weighted value of the U.S. dollar against 10 major countries.
Weights are based on relative importance of major U.S. customers and competitors in world markets. Indexes are subject to revision for up to 1 year due

to delayed reporting by some countries.

Information contact: Tim Baxter (202) 694-5318 or Andy Jerardo (202) 694-5323.

Table 26—Trade Balance

Fiscal vear' 1996 1997
1996 1997 1998 F| Dec]| Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
$ million
Exports
Agricultural 59,891 57,365 58,500 5,249 3,998 4,427 4,489 5,534 5,481 5,243
Nonagricultural 512,999 569,892 - 44,751 47,076 48,161 49,253 52,322 49,288 50,779
Total® 572,890 627,257 - 50,000 51,074 52,588 53,742 57,856 54,769 56,022
Imports
Agricultural 32,565 35,788 38,000 2,932 2,974 2,848 2,900 3,052 2,840 3,262
Nonagricultural 738,443 829,558 - 63,905 71,387 69,740 73,215 77,905 68,044 71,032
Total® 771,008 865,346 - 66,837 74,361 72,588 76,115 80,957 70,884 74,294
Trade Balance
Agricultural 27,326 21,577 20,500 2,317 1,024 1,579 1,589 2,482 2,641 1,981
Nonagricultural -225,444 -259,666 - -19,154 -24,311 -21,579 -23,962 -25,583 -49,288 -20,253
Total -198,118 -238,089 - -16,837 -23,287 -20,000 -22,373 -23,101 -16,115 -18,272
F = forecast. -- = Not available. 1. Forecasts based on fiscal year (Oct. 1-Sep. 30). 2. Domestic exports including Department of Defense shipments

(F.A.S. Value). 3. Imports for consumption (customs value). Revised 1990-96 data are from Foreign Agriculture Trade of the U.S. supplement.
Information contact: Mary Fant (202) 694-5272.
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Table 27—U.S. Agricultural Exports & Imports

Calendar Year Dec Fiscal Year Dec
1996 1997 1998 F| 1996 1997] 1996 1997 1998 F| 1996 1997
1,000 units $ million
EXPORTS
Animals, live (no.)! 504 1,335 - 67 189 440 508 - 62 87
Meats and preps., excl. poultry (mt)* 1,867 1,823 1,500 150 175 4,747 4,438 4,300 345 364
Dairy products (mt)* 146 103 - 4 13 736 869 800 55 84
Poultry meats (mt) 2,343 2,553 2,600 179 222 2,384 2,516 - 201 197
Fats, oils, and greases (mt) 1,400 1,056 900 87 107 674 543 -- 43 57
Hides and skins incl. furskins - - - - - 1,677 1,693 1,800 136 101
Cattle hides, whole (no.)* 22,040 20,761 - 1,768 1,232 1,176 1,232 - 105 72
Mink pelts (no.)* 3,422 3,600 - 77 220 107 96 - 2 4
Grains and feeds (mt)° 109,719 95,033 - 8,319 7,978 21,399 16,360 16,700 1,457 1,295
Wheat (mt)* 33,708 24,526 28,500 1,342 2,194 6,879 4,117 4,500 242 338
Wheat flour (mt) 477 511 500 44 62 147 141 - 12 17
Rice (mt) 2,826 2,560 2,700 344 243 1,001 959 1,000 129 90
Feed grains, incl. products (mt)® 59,270 53,738 55,100 5,385 4,273 9,552 7,159 6,900 752 532
Feeds and fodders (mt) 12,075 12,295 12,700 1,089 1,116 2,633 2,688 2,600 225 216
Other grain products (mt) 1,364 1,404 - 114 90 1,187 1,295 - 97 102
Fruits, nuts, and preps. (mt) 3,783 3,830 - 258 306 4,249 4,261 4,900 313 334
Fruit juices incl.
froz. (1,000 hectoliters)* 10,018 10,455 - 532 781 646 658 - 40 52
Vegetables and preps. (mt) 3,152 3,353 -- 249 281 3,733 4,089 2,800 319 356
Tobacco, unmanufactured (mt) 218 238 - 22 20 1,393 1,612 1,600 115 133
Cotton, excl. linters (mt)° 1,642 1,566 1,600 196 169 3,000 2,711 2,700 349 285
Seeds (mt) 660 1,200 - 159 85 714 913 900 120 101
Sugar, cane or beat (mt)* 289 139 -- 8 8 108 60 -- 4 4
Oilseeds and products (mt) 30,629 33,808 37,100 4,365 4,693 9,538 11,288 11,000 1,319 1,421
Oilseeds (mt) 23,078 24,735 - 3,383 3,344 6,842 7,875 - 966 944
Soybeans (mt) 22,372 24,027 26,700 3,313 3,279 6,312 6,950 6,700 912 891
Protein meal (mt) 5,753 6,671 - 737 1,083 1,353 1,795 - 198 291
Vegetable oils (mt) 1,797 2,402 - 245 266 1,343 1,618 - 156 186
Essential oils (mt) 41 46 - 4 3 573 619 - 49 36
Other 129 176 - 11 15 3,880 4,228 - 322 337
Total 156,018 144,924 157,900 14,011 14,075 59,891 57,365 58,500 5,249 5,243
IMPORTS
Animals, live (no.)! 4,808 5,020 - 434 541 1,551 1,525 1,500 119 135
Meats and preps., excl. poultry (mt) 1,024 1,140 1,200 86 94 2,251 2,583 2,600 198 221
Beef and veal (mt) 695 785 - 58 62 1,325 1,552 - 112 134
Pork (mt) 252 260 -- 22 24 711 766 -- 66 64
Dairy products (mt)* 312 372 - 43 38 1,209 1,273 1,300 135 126
Poultry and products’ - . - - - 178 186 - 18 19
Fats, oils, and greases (mt) 52 76 -- 4 7 45 58 -- 3 6
Hides and skins, incl. furskins (mt) -- -- - - - 192 210 - 22 22
Wool, unmanufactured (mt) a7 38 - 3 5 165 131 -- 12 19
Grains and feeds (mt) 6,269 8,434 8,700 753 767 2,517 2,941 3,000 254 266
Fruits, nuts, and preps.,
excl. juices (mt)’ 6,887 7,121 7,800 545 617 3,517 3,773 5,000 331 352
Bananas and plantains (mt) 4,007 3,950 4,100 306 334 1,177 1,218 1,300 92 96
Fruit juices (1,000 hectoliters)* 24,370 29,830 31,800 3,326 2,849 819 913 - 100 69
Vegetables and preps. (mt) 4,002 4,121 5,000 371 415 3,421 3,604 3,900 323 381
Tobacco, unmanufactured (mt) 259 337 400 24 26 770 1,179 1,200 67 104
Cotton, unmanufactured (mt) 179 27 -- 2 1 286 34 -- 2 2
Seeds (mt) 200 223 -- 11 13 301 357 -- 22 31
Nursery stock and cut flowers® - - - - - 949 974 1,100 73 82
Sugar, cane or beet (mt) 2,733 2,932 - 154 154 1,050 1,013 - 52 53
Oilseeds and products (mt) 3,330 3,780 3,400 305 423 2,059 2,248 2,300 201 202
Oilseeds (mt) 779 985 - 61 96 324 374 - 23 34
Protein meal (mt) 991 967 -- 68 110 171 181 -- 12 18
Vegetable oils (mt) 1,560 1,828 - 176 217 1,565 1,693 - 166 151
Beverages excl. fruit
juices (1,000 hectoliters)* 19,668 22,897 - 1,514 1,827 2,804 3,236 - 231 277
Coffee, tea, cocoa, spices (mt) 2,216 2,305 - 229 217 4,793 5,778 -- 475 586
Coffee, incl. products (mt) 1,109 1,212 1,300 115 103 2,860 3,698 3,500 275 347
Cocoa beans and products (mt) 792 767 800 89 88 1,333 1,414 1,400 150 176
Rubber and allied gums (mt) 999 1,075 1,100 86 90 1,441 1,315 1,400 111 85
Other - -- -- -- -- 2,248 2,458 - 183 223
Total - - - - - 32,565 35,788 36,000 2,932 3,262
F = Forecast. -- = Not available. 1997 data are from Foreign Agricultural Trade of the U.S. 1998 forecasts are from Outlook for U.S. Agricultural Exports.

Fiscal years begin October 1 and end September 30. 1. Not included in total volume. 2. Forecast includes only beef, pork, and variety meat. 3. Forecast
includes pulses. 4. Forecast includes wheat flour. 5. Forecast excludes grain products. 6. Forecast includes linters. 7. Forecast includes juice.

Note: Totals include transshipments through Canada,but transshipments are not distributed by commodity as previously.

Note: Unadjusted transshipments through Canada for September 1997 exports.

Information contact: Mary Fant (202) 694-5272
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Table 28—U.S. Agricultural Exports by Region

Agricultural Outlook/March 1998

Fiscal year Dec Change from year earlier Dec
1996 1997 1998F| 1996 1997] 1996 1997 1998F*| 1996 1997
$ million Percent
Region & country

WESTERN EUROPE 9,542 9,600 9,500 967 996 8 1 - -6 3
European Union* 9,180 8,982 8,800 945 966 8 -2 -- -6 2
Belgium-Luxembourg 694 709 -- 891 61 15 2 -- 33 -25
France 499 557 - 55 79 -5 12 - -15 42
Germany 1,434 1,376 - 154 147 20 -4 - 14 -5
Italy 805 785 - 93 94 22 -3 - -26 1
Netherlands 2,211 2,011 - 262 195 4 -9 - 15 -26
United Kingdom 1,197 1,289 - 106 130 14 8 - -1 22
Portugal 317 243 - 6 18 20 -24 - -87 228
Spain incl. Canary Islands 1,130 1,085 - 112 141 -8 -4 -- -31 27
Other Western Europe 363 619 700 21 30 -2 71 -- -30 42
Switzerland 179 506 - 14 21 21 183 - -24 52
EASTERN EUROPE 408 317 400 32 26 33 -22 - -44 -19
Poland 207 164 - 18 11 162 -21 - -26 -39
Former Yugoslavia 83 72 -- 6 8 -2 -13 -- 167 45
Romania 55 37 - 6 1 -37 -32 - -75 -79
Former Soviet Union 1,666 1,593 1,400 161 135 44 -4 - 0 -16
Russia 1,251 1,281 1,200 118 97 54 2 - 1 -18
ASIA? 28,611 26,388 23,600 2,437 2,066 7 -8 - 0 -15
West Asia (Mideast) 2,593 2,520 2,500 200 203 7 -3 - -13 1
Turkey 621 742 - 71 58 21 20 - 78 -18
Iraq 0 50 - 3 15 0 - - 100 442
Israel, incl. Gaza and W. Bank 626 543 500 46 50 35 -13 - -6 8
Saudi Arabia 580 589 600 31 28 19 1 - -60 -10
South Asia 729 728 800 47 72 -25 0 - -38 51
Bangladesh 100 123 - 6 6 -60 23 - -74 1
India 112 152 - 8 9 -41 35 - 74 4
Pakistan 394 418 500 30 54 1 6 - -19 83
China 1,828 1,774 1,600 237 117 -24 -3 - 55 -51
Japan 11,882 10,713 10,900 882 848 11 -10 - -5 -4
Southeast Asia 3,386 3,136 2,900 349 248 30 -7 - -6 -29
Indonesia 909 768 - 87 84 28 -15 - 12 -4
Philippines 909 898 900 63 56 32 -1 - -27 -10
Other East Asia 8,193 7,518 7,400 722 579 8 -8 - 5 -20
Korea, Rep. 3,731 3,287 3,300 338 155 4 -12 - 3 -54
Hong Kong 1,534 1,640 1,700 126 155 7 7 - -3 23
Taiwan 2,927 2,588 2,400 257 268 14 -12 - 12 4
AFRICA 3,190 2,257 2,500 186 252 7 -29 - -51 36
North Africa 2,257 1,477 1,700 117 189 7 -35 - -60 61
Morocco 276 166 - 24 16 99 -40 - -46 -35
Algeria 334 307 300 16 36 -27 -8 - -64 133
Egypt 1,532 928 1,100 77 124 11 -39 - -61 62
Sub-Sahara 933 780 800 69 63 6 -16 - -19 -8
Nigeria 216 105 - 3 11 89 -52 - -44 320
Rep. S. Africa 311 237 - 27 20 10 -24 - 29 -25
LATIN AMERICA and CARIBBEAN 9,991 9,978 11,100 928 1,110 21 0 - 17 19
Brazil 593 461 600 54 78 -12 -22 - -11 46
Caribbean Islands 1,367 1,473 -- 111 134 10 8 -- 1 21
Central America 995 1,029 - 95 81 17 3 -- 32 -15
Colombia 612 547 - 52 48 42 -11 - -9 -7
Mexico 5,023 5,077 5,800 481 563 35 1 - 27 17
Peru 356 178 - 24 32 32 -50 - 20 35
Venezuela 451 552 600 38 34 -10 22 - 36 -10
CANADA 6,004 6,620 6,600 491 571 2 10 - 10 16
OCEANIA 478 534 600 48 45 -16 12 - 30 -6
TOTAL 59,891 57,365 58,500 5,249 5,243 9 -4 - -2 0
Developed Countries 28,769 28,243 - 2,456 2,567 8 -2 - -2 4
Developing countries 27,593 25,717 -- 2,393 2,421 13 -7 - -5 1
Other Countries 3,529 3,406 - 400 256 -2 -3 - 27 -36

F = Forecast. Fiscal year beginning Oct. 1 and ending Sept. 30. -- = Not available. 1. Austria, Finland, and Sweden are included in the

European Union. 2. Asia forecasts exclude West Asia (Mideast). Note: Adjusted for transshipments through Canada, but transshipments are not

distributred as previously.

Information contact: Mary Fant (202) 694-5272
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Farm Income

Table 29—Farm Income Statistics

Calendar year

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 F 1998 F
$ billion

1. Farm receipts 169.4 177.8 176.1 179.5 186.6 190.4 197.8 213.3 212.9 209.0
Crops (incl. net CCC loans) 76.9 80.3 82.1 85.7 87.5 93.1 100.7 109.4 108.9 106.7
Livestock 83.9 89.2 85.8 85.6 90.2 88.2 87.0 92.9 92.6 91.3
Farm related" 8.6 8.2 8.2 8.2 9.0 9.2 10.1 11.0 11.4 11.0

2. Direct Government payments 10.9 9.3 8.2 9.2 13.4 7.9 7.3 7.3 7.9 7.4
Cash payments 9.1 8.4 8.2 9.2 13.4 7.9 7.3 7.3 7.9 7.4
Value of PIK commodities 1.7 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
3. Gross cash income (1+2)* 180.3 187.1 184.3 188.7 200.1 198.3 205.0 220.6 220.8 216.4
4. Nonmoney income® 7.9 7.9 7.8 7.6 8.1 9.2 9.8 10.2 10.9 11.6
5. Value of inventory change 3.8 3.3 -0.2 4.2 -4.5 8.2 -3.9 2.7 1.3 0.1
6. Total gross farm income (3+4+5) 191.9 198.2 191.9 200.5 203.6 215.7 210.9 2335 233.0 228.1
7. Cash expenses4 127.5 134.2 134.0 133.6 141.2 147.6 153.9 160.6 165.8 164.4
8. Total expenses 146.7 153.4 153.3 152.9 160.5 167.5 174.2 181.3 186.4 185.1
9. Net cash income (3-7) 52.8 52.9 50.3 55.1 58.8 50.7 51.2 59.9 55.0 52.0
10. Net farm income (6-8) 45.3 44.8 38.5 47.5 43.1 48.3 36.7 52.2 46.6 43.0

P = Preliminary. F = Forecast. 1. Income from machine hire, custom work, sales of forest products, and other miscellaneous cash sources. 2. Numbers in
parentheses indicate the combination of items required to calculate a given item. 3. Value of home consumption of self-produced food and imputed gross
rental value of farm dwellings. 4. Excludes capital consumption, perquisites to fired labor, and farm household expenses. Total may not add because of
rounding. Note: 1988-92 accounts (primarily expenses) have been revised to reflect improved methods for estimating farm income. Call for information.
Infarmatinn rontact: NDave Pearnck (202) RQ4-5582

Table 30—Average Income to Farm Operator Households!

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996P 1997F 1998F

$ per farm
Net cash farm business income’ 11,320 11,248 11,389 11,218 13,502 n.a. n.a.
Less depreciation® 5,187 6,219 6,466 6,795 6,906 n.a. n.a.
Less wages paid to operator® 216 454 425 522 531 n.a. n.a.
Less farmland rental income® 360 534 701 769 672 n.a. n.a.
Less adjusted farm business income due to other household(s)° 961 872 815 649 1,094 n.a. n.a.

$ per farm operator household

Equals adjusted farm business income 4,596 3,168 2,981 2,484 4,300 n.a. n.a.
Plus wages paid to operator 216 454 425 522 531 n.a. n.a.
Plus net income from farmland rental’ 360 n.a. n.a. 1,053 1,178 n.a. n.a.
Equal farm self-employment income 5,172 3,623 3,407 4,059 6,009 n.a. n.a.
Plus other farm-related earnings® 2,008 1,192 970 661 1,898 n.a. n.a.
Equals earnings of the operator household from farming activities 7,180 4,815 4,376 4,720 7,906 5,294 4,730
Plus earnings of the operator household from off-farm sources’ 35,731 35,408 38,092 39,671 42,455 42,292 43,709
Equals average farm operator household income 42,911 40,223 42,469 44,392 50,361 47,586 48,439
$ per U.S. household
U.S. average household income® 38,840 41,428 43,133 44,938 47,123 n.a. n.a.
Percent

Average farm operator household income as percent

of U.S. average household income 110.5 97.1 98.5 98.8 106.9 n.a. n.a.
Average operator household earnings from farming activities

as percent of average operator household income 16.7 12.0 10.3 10.6 15.7 n.a. n.a.

P = Preliminary. F = Forecast. n.a. = Not available. 1 This table derives farm operator income estimates from the Farm Costs and Returns Survey (FCRS) that
are consistent with Current Population Survey (CPS) methodology. The CPS, conducted by the Census Bureau, is the source of official U.S. household
income statistics. The CPS defines income to include any income received as cash. The CPS definition departs from a strictly cash concept by including
depreciation as an expense that farm operators and other self-employed people subtract from gross receipts when reporting net cash income. 2. A component
of farm sector income. Excludes income of contractors and landlords as well as the income of farms organized as nonfamily corporations or cooperatives

and farms run by a hired manager. Includes income of farms organized as proprietorships, partnerships, and family corporations. 3. Consistent with the

CPS definition of self-employment income, reported depreciation expenses are subtracted from net cash farm income. The FCRS collects farm business
depreciation used for tax purposes. 4. Wages paid to operator are subtracted here because they are not shared among other households that have

claims on farm business income. These wages are added to the operator household's adjusted farm business income to obtain farm self-employment income.
5. Gross rental income is subtracted because net rental income from the farm operation is added below to income received by the household. 6. More

than one household may have a claim on the income of a farm business. On average 1.1 households share the income of a farm business. 7. Includes net
rental income from the farm business. Also includes net rental income from farmland held by household members that is not part of the farm business. In
1992 gross rental income from the farm business was used because net rental income data were not collected. In 1993 and 1994, net rental income was
collected as part of off-farm income. 8. Wages paid to other operator household members by the farm business and net income from a farm business other
than the one being surveyed. 9. Wages, salaries, net income from nonfarm businesses, interest, dividends, transfer payments, etc. In 1993 and 1994, also
includes net rental income from farmland. 10. From the CPS. Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service.

Information contact: Bob Hoppe (202) 694-5572; rhoppe@econ.ag.gov
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Table 31—Balance Sheet of the U.S. Farming Sector

Calendar year
1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 F 1998 F
$ per operator household

Assets
Real estate 600.8 620.0 625.6 642.8 678.3 712.4 761.3 805.4 852.9 895.6
Non-real estate 211.6 219.8 218.0 226.2 232.4 230.6 224.1 229.5 230.1 235.9
Livestock and poultry 66.2 70.9 68.1 710 72.8 67.9 57.8 60.1 58.5 59.0
Machinery and motor
vehicles 21.9 21.5 20.7 22.7 23.2 23.1 27.2 30.6 28.0 29.0
Crops stored” 2.6 2.8 2.7 3.9 3.8 5.0 3.4 4.4 4.7 4.5
Purchased inputs 36.8 38.3 40.6 43.1 46.6 47.9 49.0 48.9 49.0 50.5
Financial assets 812.4 839.9 843.5 868.9 910.7 943.0 985.4 1,034.9 1,083.0 1131.5
Liabilities
Real estate debt’ 76.0 74.7 74.9 75.4 76.3 78.0 79.6 819 84.1 86.5
Non-real estate debt’ 61.9 63.2 64.3 63.6 65.9 69.1 715 74.2 78.1 81.2
Total farm debt 137.9 137.9 139.2 139.0 142.2 147.1 151.0 156.2 162.2 167.6
Total farm equity 674.5 701.9 704.3 729.9 768.5 795.9 834.3 878.7 920.8 963.8
Percent
Selected ratios
Debt to assets 17.7 17.0 16.4 16.5 16.0 15.6 15.6 15.3 15.1 15.0
Debt to equity 21.6 20.4 19.6 19.8 19.0 18.5 18.5 18.1 17.8 17.6
Debt to net cash income 299 280 278 290 253 228 277 296 261 280

F = Forecast. 1. As of Dec. 31. 2. Non-CCC crops held on farms plus value above loan rates for crops held under CCC.
3. Excludes debt on operator dwellings, but includes CCC storage and drying facilities loans. 4. Excludes debt for nonfarm purposes.
Information contact: Dave Peacock (202) 694-5582
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Table 32—Cash Receipts from Farm Marketings, by State

Livestock and products Crops' Total®
Region and State Oct Nov Oct Nov Oct Nov
1995 1996 1997 1997 1995 1996 1997 1997 1995 1996 1997 1997
$ million*®

NORTH ATLANTIC
Maine 250 262 21 24 201 224 25 19 450 485 46 43
New Hampshire 63 72 6 7 86 89 11 9 149 161 16 16
Vermont 380 437 36 36 90 98 11 13 470 535 47 49
Massachusetts 99 109 9 9 336 369 44 59 436 478 53 68
Rhode Island 9 11 1 1 70 72 5 5 79 83 6 6
Connecticut 228 237 19 24 230 252 19 19 458 489 37 43
New York 1,852 2,045 160 164 1,006 998 96 89 2,859 3,043 255 254
New Jersey 196 196 16 16 577 605 51 54 773 801 68 70
Pennsylvania 2,553 2,865 229 222 1,216 1,278 138 139 3,769 4,143 368 361

NORTH CENTRAL
Ohio 1,589 1,945 162 163 3,094 3,177 606 275 4,684 5,122 768 439
Indiana 1,759 1,895 142 167 3,428 3,663 835 265 5,187 5,558 977 432
Illinois 1,926 2,061 142 145 6,537 6,989 1,161 547 8,462 9,050 1,303 692
Michigan 1,343 1,448 115 117 2,283 2,195 324 246 3,626 3,643 439 363
Wisconsin 3,949 4,288 345 350 1,725 1,773 237 256 5,674 6,062 582 606
Minnesota 3,448 4,168 327 324 3,681 4,641 601 606 7,129 8,809 927 930
lowa 5,022 5,457 384 372 6,234 7,396 1,139 832 11,256 12,853 1,523 1,204
Missouri 2,285 2,450 177 184 2,087 2,500 444 283 4,372 4,950 621 467
North Dakota 567 537 50 52 2,574 2,996 321 385 3,141 3,632 372 438
South Dakota 1,700 1,633 153 156 1,696 2,051 401 282 3,684 553 439
Nebraska 5,191 5,277 406 407 3,763 4,177 663 726 8,953 9,454 1,069 1,133
Kansas 4,536 4,570 353 345 3,035 3,299 769 366 7,572 7,869 1,122 711

SOUTHERN
Delaware 517 573 43 35 162 184 35 23 679 757 78 58
Maryland 834 901 73 67 572 633 83 70 1,405 1,534 157 137
Virginia 1,393 1,478 129 122 838 900 161 118 2,230 2,378 290 240
West Virginia 312 308 30 25 79 80 6 7 391 388 36 32
North Carolina 3,726 4,427 364 353 3,165 3,404 672 361 6,891 7,831 1,036 714
South Carolina 613 737 67 62 816 865 115 79 1,430 1,602 182 140
Georgia 2,789 3,279 270 247 2,348 2,408 421 297 5,136 5,687 691 544
Florida 1,138 1,188 102 113 4,818 4,942 229 273 5,956 6,131 331 386
Kentucky 1,615 1,719 92 292 1,485 1,831 131 187 3,100 3,550 223 480
Tennessee 893 998 88 90 1,228 1,374 217 202 2,120 2,372 305 292
Alabama 2,167 2,363 193 162 705 811 175 108 2,872 3,174 368 270
Mississippi 1,686 1,934 157 142 1,448 1,529 281 243 3,134 3,463 438 386
Arkansas 3,022 3,357 257 233 2,068 2,530 594 397 5,090 5,887 851 630
Louisiana 630 687 52 55 1,383 1,655 294 260 2,013 2,342 346 315
Oklahoma 2,572 2,439 237 260 1,091 1,126 108 83 3,663 3,566 344 343
Texas 8,451 7,758 608 604 4,658 5,295 616 514 13,108 13,053 1,224 1,118

WESTERN
Montana 796 797 70 78 1,074 1,230 104 138 1,870 2,027 174 216
Idaho 1,221 1,329 118 119 1,932 2,081 278 288 3,153 3,410 396 407
Wyoming 544 478 74 94 184 184 15 39 728 662 89 133
Colorado 2,743 2,759 250 234 1,414 1,470 133 195 4,156 4,229 383 429
New Mexico 961 1,197 109 119 498 512 52 54 1,458 1,709 160 173
Arizona 810 839 68 67 1,347 1,308 109 136 2,157 2,146 177 203
Utah 591 646 66 58 221 227 27 22 812 873 93 80
Nevada 164 153 16 10 118 133 13 12 282 286 29 23
Washington 1,583 1,664 139 148 3,631 4,017 523 407 5,215 5,681 662 556
Oregon 660 657 69 67 2,049 2,320 334 271 2,709 2,977 403 338
California 5,549 6,213 530 554 16,973 17,096 2,346 2,125 22,523 23,310 2,876 2,679
Alaska 6 6 1 1 24 23 2 2 30 29 3 3
Hawaii 72 66 6 6 423 417 37 35 494 483 42 41

UNITED STATES 87,004 92,914 7,530 7,706 100,700 109,425 16,008 12,421 187,704 202,339 23,538 20,127

1. Sales of farm products include receipts from commodities placed under nonrecourse CCC loans, plus additional gains realized on redemptions during the
period. 2. Estimates as of end of current month. Totals may not add because of rounding.
Information contact: Roger Strickland (202) 694-5592. To receive current monthly cash receipts contact Larry Traub at (202) 694-5593 or Itraub@econ.ag.gov
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Table 33—Cash Receipts from Farming

Annual 1996 1997

1994 1995 1996 Nov| Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov
$ million

Commodity sales* 181,239 187,704 202,339 20,993 13,258 14,886 14,310 17,706 23,538 20,127
Livestock and products 88,160 87,004 92,914 8,324 7,626 8,256 7,786 8,185 7,530 7,706
Meat animals 46,785 44,828 44,382 3,837 4,017 4,219 3,925 4,489 3,660 3,654
Dairy products 19,935 19,894 22,834 1,947 1,652 1,649 1,687 1,653 1,821 1,822
Poultry and eggs 18,445 19,069 22,326 2,120 1,703 1,877 1,914 1,748 1,816 1,810
Other 2,995 3,214 3,371 420 254 511 260 295 233 420
Crops 93,079 100,700 109,425 12,670 5,633 6,631 6,524 9,521 16,008 12,421
Food grains 9,545 10,417 11,550 795 900 1,421 881 1,050 907 712
Feed crops 20,351 24,282 28,114 3,534 1,087 1,082 1,183 1,924 3,991 3,453
Cotton (lint and seed) 6,738 6,851 7,461 1,531 117 106 173 357 1,180 1,435
Tobacco 2,656 2,548 2,796 157 0 79 329 488 475 252
Oil-bearing crops 14,657 15,466 17,756 1,958 586 762 625 1,465 4,847 1,986
Vegetables and melons 13,902 14,891 14,349 862 1,271 1,298 1,633 1,592 1,593 871
Fruits and tree nuts 10,335 11,074 11,714 1,708 817 979 807 1,210 1,483 1,587
Other 14,895 15,170 15,686 2,123 854 903 894 1,435 1,533 2,125
Government payments 7,879 7,253 7,286 56 26 26 38 3,008 1,626 35
Total 189,118 194,957 209,625 21,050 13,284 14,912 14,348 20,714 25,164 20,162

*Sales of farm products include receipts from commodities placed under nonrecourse CCC loans, plus additional gains realized on
redemptions during the period.

Information contact: Roger Strickland (202) 694-5592. To receive current monthly cash receipts contact Larry Traub at (202) 694-5593 or
ltraub@econ.ag.gov

Table 34—Farm Production Expenses

Calendar year

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 F 1998 F
$ million
Feed purchased 20,744 20,388 19,333 20,133 21,431 22,631 23,829 25,234 25,173 24,308
Livestock and poultry purchased 12,935 14,642 14,129 13,574 14,597 13,270 12,335 11,148 13,995 13,300
Seed purchased 4,397 4,519 5,113 4,913 5,165 5,376 5,463 6,112 6,391 6,325
Farm-origin inputs 38,076 39,548 38,575 38,620 41,194 41,277 41,628 42,495 45,560 43,934
Fertilizer and lime 8,174 8,206 8,666 8,331 8,398 9,180 10,033 10,934 10,824 10,892
Fuels and oils 4,772 5,790 5,607 5,298 5,350 5,312 5,448 5,736 5,664 5,628
Electricity 2,648 2,606 2,633 2,610 2,676 2,682 2,968 3,198 3,141 3,106
Pesticides 5,011 5,363 6,321 6,471 6,723 7,225 7,726 8,525 8,730 8,725
Manufactured inputs 20,605 21,965 23,228 22,710 23,147 24,398 26,175 28,393 28,359 28,352
Short-term interest 6,743 6,656 6,130 5,395 5,333 5,954 6,685 6,862 7,000 7,100
Real estate interest' 7,190 6,781 5,989 5,742 5,489 5,782 6,042 6,357 6,400 6,500
Total interest charges 13,933 13,437 12,119 11,138 10,822 11,735 12,726 13,218 13,400 13,600
Repair and maintenance’ 8,407 8,554 8,632 8,471 9,193 9,083 9,458 10,304 10,656 10,834
Contract and hired labor 12,029 14,113 13,900 14,000 15,006 15,309 16,316 17,348 18,207 18,737
Machine hire and custom work 3,378 3,574 3,523 3,782 4,420 4,790 4,792 4,692 4,860 4,824
Marketing, storage, and
transportation 4,207 4,211 4,719 4,541 5,648 6,821 7,180 6,818 7,193 7,155
Misc. operating expenses*? 12,977 13,844 14,654 14,061 15,554 17,146 18,270 17,985 18,074 17,764
Other operating expenses 40,945 44,297 45,427 44,854 49,822 53,148 56,016 57,147 58,990 59,314
Capital consumption* 18,117 18,128 18,184 18,310 18,378 18,688 18,914 18,930 19,005 19,038
Taxes' 5,505 5,862 5,815 6,117 6,177 6,490 6,717 6,828 6,994 7,053
Net rent to nonoperator
landlords 9,428 10,052 9,924 11,188 11,009 11,720 11,984 14,293 14,130 13,836
Other overhead expenses 33,050 34,042 33,923 35,614 35,564 36,898 37,615 40,050 40,129 39,927
Total production expenses 146,660 153,290 153,273 152,936 160,548 167,457 174,161 181,303 186,438 185,127

F = Forecast. 1. Includes operator dwellings. 2. Beginning in 1982, miscellaneous operating expenses include other livestock purchases,
dairy assessments and feeding fees paid by nonoperators. Totals may not add because of rounding.
Information contacts: Chris McGath (202) 694-5579, Dave Peacock (202) 694-5582
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Table 35—CCC Net Outlays by Commodity & Function

Fiscal year
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 E 1999 E
$ million
COMMODITY/PROGRAM
Feed grains:
Corn 2,435 2,387 2,105 5,143 625 2,090 2,021 2,587 2,648 2,577
Grain sorghum 349 243 190 410 130 153 261 284 286 280
Barley -94 71 174 186 202 129 114 109 145 126
Oats -5 12 32 16 5 19 8 8 9 8
Corn and oat products 8 9 9 10 10 1 0 0 0 0
Total feed grains 2,693 2,722 2,510 5,765 972 2,392 2,404 2,988 3,088 2,991
Wheat and products 796 2,805 1,719 2,185 1,729 803 1,491 1,332 1,556 1,468
Rice 667 867 715 887 836 814 499 459 519 471
Upland cotton -79 382 1,443 2,239 1,539 99 685 561 859 878
Tobacco -307 -143 29 235 693 -298 -496 -156 -183 -160
Dairy 505 839 232 253 158 4 -98 67 191 116
Soybeans 5 40 -29 109 -183 i -65 5 10 22
Peanuts 1 48 41 -13 37 120 100 6 0 -1
Sugar 15 -20 -19 -35 -24 -3 -63 -34 -38 -39
Honey 47 19 17 22 0 -9 -14 -2 0 0
Wool 104 172 191 179 211 108 55 0 0 0
Operating expense’ 618 625 6 6 6 6 6 6 5 6
Interest expenditure 632 745 532 129 -17 -1 140 -111 -56 -28
Export programs’ -34 733 1,459 2,193 1,950 1,361 -422 125 111 547
Disaster/tree/
livestock assistance’ 161 121 1,054 944 2,566 660 95 130 15 4
Conservation reserve program 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 105 297 346
Other conservation programs 647 155 -162 949 -137 -103 320 104 394 432
Total 6,471 10,110 9,738 16,047 10,336 6,030 4,646 7,256 8,566 8,747
Function
Price support loans (net) -399 418 584 2,065 527 -119 -951 110 -88 -119
Cash direct payments:*
Production flexibility contract 0 0 0 0 0 0 5,141 6,320 5,719 5,512
Deficiency 4,178 6,224 5,491 8,607 4,391 4,008 567 -1,118 -13 0
Diversion 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dairy termination 189 96 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Loan Deficiency 3 21 214 387 495 29 0 0 0 0
Other 0 0 140 149 171 97 95 7 203 250
Disaster 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Conservation reserve program 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1,671 1,798 1,694
Other conservation programs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 85 244 303
Non-Insured Assistance (NAP) 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 52 69 80
Total direct payments 4,370 6,341 5,847 9,143 5,057 4,134 5,807 7,017 8,020 7,839
Crop disaster’ 5 6 960 872 2,461 584 14 2 0 0
Emergency livestock/tree/
forage assistance 156 115 94 72 105 76 81 128 15 4
Purchases (net) -48 646 321 525 293 -51 -249 -60 129 74
Producer storage 185 1 14 9 12 23 0 0 0 0
payments
Processing, storage, and
transportation 278 240 185 136 112 72 51 33 33 34
Operating expense’ 618 625 6 6 6 6 6 6 5 6
Interest expenditure 632 745 532 129 -17 -1 140 -111 -56 -28
Export programs’ -34 733 1,459 2,193 1,950 1,361 -422 125 111 547
Other 708 240 -264 897 -170 -55 169 6 397 390
Total 6,471 10,110 9,738 16,047 10,336 6,030 4,646 7,256 8,566 8,747

E = Estimated in the FY 1999 President's Budget which was released February 2, 1998 based on November 1997 supply and demand estimates.
The CCC outlays shown for 1996-1999 include the impact of the Federal Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act of 1996, which was enacted
April 4, 1996. Minus (-) indicates a net receipt (excess of repayments or other receipts over gross outlays of funds). 1. Does not include CCC
Transfers to General Sales Manager. 2. Includes Export Guarantee Program, Direct Export Credit Program, CCC Transfers to the General
Sales Manager, Market Promotion Program, starting in FY 1991 and starting in FY 1992 the Export Guarantee Program - Credit Reform,

Export Enhancement Program, Dairy Export Incentive Program, and Technical Assistance to Emerging Markets. 3. Approximately

$1.5 billion in benefits to farmers under the Disaster Assistance Act of 1989 were paid in generic certificates and were not recorded directly

as disaster assistance outlays. 4. Includes cash payments only. Excludes generic certificates in FY 86-96.

Information contact: Richard Pazdalski, Farm Services Agency-Budget at (202) 720-5148 or rpazdals@wdc.fsa.usda.gov
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Food Expenditures
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Table 36—Food Expenditures

Annual 1996 1997
1994 1995 1996/ Dec]| Jul Aug R Sep R Oct R Nov P Dec P
$ billion
Sales’
At home? 341.3 354.2 367.5 33.9 33.0 32.8 29.1 32.0 30.1 29.8
Away from home® 268.7 280.8 288.5 24.1 26.2 26.8 24.9 25.2 22.9 245
1995 $ billion
Sales’
At home? 365.4 367.3 367.5 32.0 32.3 31.9 28.3 31.0 29.2 28.9
Away from home® 281.6 287.7 288.5 23.1 255 26.0 24.1 24.3 221 235
Percent change from year earlier ($ bil.)
Sales’
At home? 5.0 3.8 3.8 1.0 5.7 3.2 -1.5 34 -4.6 -13.1
Away from home® 5.2 4.5 2.7 0.7 4.8 3.3 5.8 25 -4.8 -0.1
Percent change from year earlier (1995 $ bil.)
Sales’
At home? 21 0.5 0.1 -3.8 -4.7 0.8 -3.2 2.0 -5.7 -13.9
Away from home® 3.4 2.2 0.3 -2.3 1.4 0.5 2.9 -0.1 -7.2 -2.6
R = Revised. P = Preliminary. 1. Food only (excludes alcoholic beverages). Not seasonally adjusted. 2. Excludes donations and home
production. 3. Excludes donations, child nutrition subsidies, and meals furnished to employees, patients, and inmates.
NOTE: This table differs from Personal Consumption Expenditures (PCE), table 2, for several reasons: (1) this series includes only food, excluding
alcoholic beverages and pet food which are included in PCE; (2) this series is not seasonally adjusted, whereas PCE is seasonally adjusted at
annual rates; (3) this series reports sales only, but PCE includes food produced and consumed on farms and food furnished to employees; (4) this
series includes all sales of meals and snacks. PCE includes only purchases using personal funds, excluding business travel and entertainment.
For a more complete discussion of the differences, see "Developing an Integrated Information System for the Food Sector,” Agr. Econ. Rpt. No. 575,
Aug. 1987.
Information contact: Annette Clauson (202) 694-5373
Transportation
Table 37—Rail Rates; Grain & Fruit-Vegetable Shipments
Annual 1996 1997
1995 1996 R 1997 P| Dec]| Jul Aug R Sep P Oct P Nov P Dec P
Rail freight rate index*
(Dec. 1984=100)
All products 111.7 1115 112.1 1115 112.4 112.4 112.6 112.5 112.6 112.6
Farm products 115.6 1159 119.9 117.3 121.1 121.1 121.2 121.1 121.1 122.3
Grain® 1171 118.0 - 119.7 - - - - - -
Food products 111.7 108.8 107.6 107.4 108.4 108.4 108.7 108.4 108.4 108.7
Barge freight rate index*
(Dec 1990=100)
Grain 172.6 129.5 107.2 109.0 86.9 93.9 1145 162.5 119.7 105.0
Grain shipments
Rail carloadings (1,000 cars)® 28.9 25.2 23.4 23.8 20.8 22.9 20.6 25.6 23.8 26.2
Barge shipments (mil. ton)*® 35 3.1 2.4 - 35 2.9 2.2 7/0.0 0.9 -
Fresh fruit and vegetable shipments®
Piggy back (mil. cwt) 1.3 1.1 1.0 1.0 1.2 0.8 0.9 0.7 0.9 0.8
Rail (mil. cwt) 1.9 1.6 1.7 2.2 1.7 0.9 0.9 1.3 1.6 1.7
Truck (mil. cwt) 40.5 35.7 42.6 38.0 44.0 39.6 36.2 39.5 39.9 38.6
Cost of operating trucks
hauling produce’
Fleet operation (cents/mile) 130.3 123.0 135.4 136.6 134.5 135.2 134.9 135.7 136.5 -
P= Preliminary. R = Revised. -- = Not available. 1. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 2. Weekly average; from Association of American

Railroads. 3. Shipments on lllinois and Mississippi waterways, U.S. Corps of Engineers. 4. Agricultural Marketing Service, USDA. 5. Annual 1996 is
7-months average. Annual data are calendar year. 6. Discontinued.
Information contact: Genny Gonzales (202) 694-5296
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Indicators of Farm Productivity

Table 38—Indexes of Farm Production, Input Use, & Productivity!

1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 2/
1982=100
Farm output 103 100 102 95 103 108 109 116 109 122
All livestock products 104 105 107 109 110 111 114 117 117 122
Meat animals 99 100 101 103 103 103 106 107 107 110
Dairy products 105 106 105 107 106 109 109 112 111 113
Poultry and eggs 108 112 122 125 130 138 144 151 157 165
All crops 102 97 98 86 98 106 105 115 102 121
Feed crops 107 102 91 67 91 94 92 107 82 110
Food crops 88 77 77 70 77 99 75 93 88 89
Oil crops 96 88 88 72 87 87 93 99 85 114
Cotton and cotton seed 114 83 128 133 104 133 151 139 139 171
Tobacco 77 58 61 69 71 83 85 88 83 80
Vegetables and melons 109 110 120 109 114 125 130 134 128 143
Other crops 98 95 108 116 111 110 109 114 122 125
Farm input 93 90 88 88 87 89 90 88 89 89
Farm labor 91 84 84 86 87 85 88 83 80 80
Farm real estate 97 95 91 91 93 92 91 91 89 90
Durable equipment 86 80 74 70 67 65 63 61 60 58
Energy 90 84 93 93 92 92 92 92 92 95
Agricultural chemicals 100 110 101 92 96 99 104 104 109 111
Feed, seed, and purchased 93 94 91 90 86 93 93 94 95 96
livestock
Other purchased inputs 95 85 92 94 98 99 101 99 106 111
Farm output per unit of input 110 111 115 109 118 122 121 131 123 136
Output per unit of labor
Farm’ 114 119 121 111 119 127 123 139 136 152
Nonfarm® 107 110 110 110 111 111 112 116 116 117

P = Preliminary. 1. New data and methods were used to calculate the indexes, which have been revised back to 1948. 2. Economic Research Service.
3. Bureau of Labor Statistics.
Information contacts: Rachel Evans (202) 694-5607

The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in its programs on the basis of race, color, national origin, sex, reli-
gion, age, disability, political beliefs and marital or familial status. (Not all prohibited bases apply to all programs). Persons with disabilities who
require alternative means for communication of program information (braille, large print, audiotape, etc.) should contact USDA's Target Center at
(202) 720-2600 (voice and TDD).

To file a complaint, write the Secretary of Agriculture, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Washington, D.C., 20250, or call 1-800-245-6340 (voice) or
(202) 720-1127 (TDD). USDA is an equal employment opportunity employer.
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Food Supply & Use

Table 39—Per Capita Consumption of Major Food Commodities!

Commodity 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 P
Lbs.

Red meats*** 117.4 1195 115.9 112.3 111.9 114.1 112.1 114.7 114.7 112.0
Beef 69.6 68.6 65.4 64.0 63.1 62.8 61.5 63.6 64.0 64.2
Veal 1.3 1.1 1.0 0.9 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 1.0
Lamb & mutton 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.9 0.9 0.8
Pork 45.6 48.8 48.4 46.4 46.9 49.5 48.9 49.5 49.0 46.0

Poultry*** 51.0 51.9 53.9 56.3 58.3 60.8 62.5 63.3 62.9 64.3
Chicken 39.4 39.6 40.9 42.5 44.3 46.7 48.5 49.3 48.8 49.8
Turkey 11.6 12.4 131 13.8 14.1 14.1 14.0 14.1 14.1 14.6

Fish and shellfish® 16.1 15.1 15.6 15.0 14.8 14.7 14.9 15.1 14.9 14.7

Eggs® 32.7 31.8 30.5 30.2 30.1 30.3 30.4 30.6 30.2 30.4

Dairy products
Cheese (excluding cottage)** 24.1 23.7 23.8 24.6 25.0 26.0 26.2 26.8 27.3 27.7

American 12.4 11.5 11.0 11.1 11.1 11.3 11.4 11.5 11.8 12.0
Italian 7.6 8.1 8.5 9.0 9.4 10.0 9.8 10.3 10.4 10.8
Other cheeses® 4.1 4.1 4.3 45 4.6 4.7 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Cottage cheese 3.9 3.9 3.6 3.4 3.3 3.1 29 2.8 2.7 2.6
Beverage milks’ 226.5 222.3 224.2 221.8 221.2 218.3 213.4 2135 209.7 210.0
Fluid whole milk’ 111.9 105.7 97.5 90.4 87.3 84.0 80.1 78.8 75.3 74.8
Fluid lowfat milk® 100.6 100.5 106.5 108.4 109.9 109.3 106.5 105.9 102.5 101.5
Fluid skim milk 14.0 16.1 20.2 22.9 23.9 25.0 26.7 28.7 31.9 33.7
Fluid cream products® 7.6 7.6 7.8 7.6 7.7 8.0 8.0 8.1 8.4 8.7
Yogurt (excluding frozen) 4.3 4.5 4.2 4.0 4.2 4.2 4.3 4.7 5.1 4.8
Ice cream 18.4 17.3 16.1 15.8 16.3 16.3 16.1 16.1 15.7 15.9
Ice milk 7.4 8.0 8.4 7.7 7.4 7.1 6.9 7.6 7.5 7.6
Frozen yogurt -- -- 2.0 2.8 35 3.1 35 35 35 2.7
All dairy products, milk
equivalent, milkfat basis® 601.2 582.5 563.8 568.5 565.7 565.9 574.0 585.8 584.1 575.6

Fats and oils --Total fat content 62.9 63.5 60.8 62.8 65.4 67.4 70.2 68.5 66.8 65.6
Butter and margarine (product weight) 15.2 14.8 14.6 15.3 15.0 15.4 15.8 14.7 13.7 13.4
Shortening 21.4 21.5 21.5 22.2 22.4 224 25.1 24.1 225 22.2
Lard and edible tallow (direct use) 2.7 2.6 2.1 2.4 3.1 4.1 3.9 4.7 4.9 5.3
Salad and cooking oils 25.4 26.3 24.4 24.8 26.7 27.2 26.8 26.2 26.8 26.0

Fresh fruits™ 121.6 120.9 1229 116.3 113.0 1235 124.9 126.4 1245 129.2

Canned fruit® 18.4 18.5 19.0 18.4 17.1 19.8 18.0 18.3 15.0 16.4

Dried Fruit 3.1 3.3 3.3 3.1 3.0 2.8 3.0 3.0 2.8 2.8

Frozen Fruit 3.6 3.4 3.7 35 35 3.8 3.4 2.9 4.2 3.9

Selected fruit juices® 72.8 68.3 70.5 66.2 66.6 63.6 74.9 71.6 75.6 75.5

Vegetables™
Fresh 162.4 167.4 172.2 166.2 163.3 171.3 172.3 175.6 176.3 178.7
Canning 99.1 94.8 102.4 110.9 113.3 111.6 112.1 107.6 110.4 109.4
Freezing 67.0 64.2 67.6 70.5 72.8 71.6 76.7 81.4 78.2 83.3
Dehydrated and chips 29.9 29.3 29.9 31.8 32.6 32.1 33.0 31.6 31.2 32.9
Pulses 5.7 7.5 6.3 7.1 7.8 8.2 7.8 8.4 8.5 8.0

Peanuts (shelled) 6.4 6.9 7.0 6.0 6.5 6.2 6.0 5.8 5.7 5.7

Tree nuts (shelled 2.2 2.3 2.2 2.4 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.3 1.9 2.1

Flour and cereal products™ 1714 1755 1745 182.0 183.6 186.2 191.0 194.1 192.4 197.7
Wheat flour 129.8 132.7 133.1 137.0 138.0 141.2 144.4 147.3 149.8 152.0
Rice (milled basis) 14.0 14.3 15.2 16.3 16.8 17.5 17.6 19.3 20.1 18.8

Caloric sweeteners™ 131.6 132.7 133.1 137.0 138.0 141.2 144.4 147.3 149.8 152.0

Coffee (green bean equiv.) 10.2 9.8 10.1 10.3 10.3 10.0 9.1 8.2 8.0 9.0

Cocoa (chocolate liquor equiv.) 3.8 3.8 4.0 4.3 4.6 4.6 4.3 3.9 3.6 --

-- = Not available. P = Preliminary. 1. In pounds, retail weight unless otherwise stated. Consumption normally represents total supply minus exports,
nonfood use, and ending stocks. Calendar-year data except fresh citrus fruits, peanuts, tree nuts, and rice which are on crop-year basis. 2. Totals

may not add due to rounding. 3. Boneless, trimmed weight. Chicken series revised to exclude amount of ready-to-cook chicken going to pet food as well as
some water leakage that occurs when chicken is cut up before packaging. 4. Excludes shipments to the U.S. territories. 5. Whole and part-skim milk
cheese. Natural equivalent of cheese and cheese products. 6. Includes Swiss, Brick, Munster, cream, Neufchatel, Blue, Gorgonzola, Edam, and Gouda

7. Plain and flavored. 8. Plain and flavored and buttermilk. 9. Heavy cream, light cream, half and half, eggnog and sour cream and dip. 10. Includes
condensed and evaporated milk and dry milk products. 11. Farm weight. 12. Excludes pineapples and berries. 13. Single strength equivalent.

14. Includes rye, corn, oat, and barley products. Excludes quantities used in alcoholic beverages, corn sweeteners, and fuel. 15. Dry weight equivalent.
Information contact: Jane E. Allshouse (202) 694-5449



